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Abstract
This thesis examines the relationship between mass tourism and heritage tourism in the
construction and perpetuation of histories and identities of local stakeholders on Roatán
Island, Honduras. I explore how identity is constructed by and through the tourism
industry, and how much of the agency in forming identity and telling cultural stories
resides in the hands of key stakeholders involved in the development of tourism on the
island. Local cultural stories that focus on the people who live and have lived on the
island for centuries are becoming increasingly silenced by a more commoditized, tourism
driven, picture of life on Roatán. Here, I examine how this silencing takes place, what its
effects are on tourism and development, and consider what elements of the tourism
industry have contributed to this silencing. On Roatán, the issue of identity as interpreted
through museums has become increasingly contested, as the tourism industry now
controls the presentation of cultural and archaeological history of the island. This control
influences how tourists visiting Roatán interpret the past and present the heritage of local
groups.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Anthropology, with its emphasis on holism and cross-cultural comparison, is in a
unique position to explore identity as it is constructed and communicated by the tourism
industry. On the Honduran island of Roatán, the issue of identity as interpreted through
museums has become increasingly contested, since the tourism industry now controls the
presentation of cultural and archaeological history on the island. This control influences
how tourists visiting Roatán interpret the past and present heritage of local groups. In this
thesis, I examine the issue of heritage tourism as it is linked to identity on Roatán Island.
Through the use of ethnographic interview and participant observation, I explore how
identity is constructed by and through the tourism industry, and what degree of agency
resides in the hands of key stakeholders in the formation of identity and local cultural
discourses involved in the development of tourism on the island. Local cultural stories
that focus on the people who live and have lived on the island for centuries are silenced
by a more commoditized, tourism driven, picture of life on Roatán. Here, I look at how
this silencing takes place, the effects on how cultural heritage is interpreted and shared,
and consider how the tourism industry has contributed to this process and the production
of an artificial Mayan identity for Roatán’s past. I address four interrelated themes that
relate to the representation of heritage on Roatán: 1) the issue of silencing cultural
histories, 2) the effects of tourism on the visibility of heritage centers, 3) the concept of
the “museum” as a theoretical perspective, and 4) the relationship between tourist
perceptions and the global identity of the island’s past.
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The first theme was born of Michel-Rolph Trouillot’s (1995) notion of silencing
the past. Throughout the world, cultural identities are constantly being negotiated and
reinterpreted in the public realm. Group identities are not always clear-cut, especially
when it comes to how people outside the group whose identity is in question interpret
identity-forming cultural expressions. Whether intentional or otherwise, it is not
uncommon for a group’s practices, beliefs, or self-held identity to be misinterpreted and
popularized incorrectly, effectively silencing the identity with which that group
associates. This phenomenon also takes place through the promotion of cultural identities
or scenarios that are unrelated to other groups living in a particular area. Drawing
attention to a particular group or story has the effect of taking precedence over other
possible interpretations of culture or, in the case of Roatán Island, alternative views of the
island’s past. Whether or not these stories are “true” in a historical or scientific sense,
they take on the appearance of truth through the context of their display and “official”
discourse in museums and interpretive centers. Thus, other stories, histories, and pasts
that should contribute to the global identity of places such as Roatán, are ultimately
undervalued or ignored.
The second theme deals with the tourism industry and the lens it creates. The
issue of the lens is one of both visibility and of silencing. What I mean by the term “lens”
is all the pre-conceived notions, aesthetic influences, prior knowledge and experiences,
marketing schemes, and the drives of the industry that tourists must see through before
they are able to come to a conclusion about what they are seeing. As a manifestation of
the influences, knowledge, perceptions, and interpretations of curators and other museum
professionals, the museum itself acts as a lens, a theoretical way of viewing the items on
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display within. This theoretical embodiment joins with the personal perspectives and
influences of the audience to develop a way of understanding what is seen. The same
notion is true for the tourism industry and the way that stakeholders and managers shape
the ways in which tourists consume destinations. Sharon MacDonald (1996) examines
this theme as an issue of assumptions. She states that, in many cases, it is assumed that
the exhibitor is sending a message to be consumed by the visitor, and that this is a clearcut path from one side to the other. In actuality, this view neglects to recognize the
complex ways in which a museum exhibit comes to exist and how unconscious
associations on the part of the exhibitors and the visitor may come to influence how the
material is understood (MacDonald 1996). This idea is primarily grounded in the
consideration of museums and how they are formatted, assembled, and the implied--not
always intentional--associations between objects and texts that lead the viewer to a
conclusion about what those objects mean and how they are related (Alpers 1991; Kahn
1995; Leinhardt and Knutson 2004; Whitehead 2009).
However, as I show throughout this thesis, this lens applies to all aspects of
understanding what is seen in the tourist world. The fluidity with which people are now
able to cross borders and transcend cultural boundaries is one of the primary functions of
tourism that affects how culture and place are understood in this context. In a recent
volume, Sarah Lyon and E. Christian Wells (2012) turn the focus from the tourist toward
an understanding of the interconnectedness between tourists, their hosts, and all those
who serve (formally and informally) as stakeholders in the tourism industry through the
“tourism mobilities paradigm” (Lyon and Wells 2012:4). The notion of the lens is the
anchor point for the concept explored throughout the third theme, and highlights the
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significance of this paradigm and the emphasis on a multitude of perspectives and
experiences in the tourism industry. Here, the lens is treated as the idea that museums are
the embodiment of theoretical perspectives thrust on the viewer (Alpers 1991; Kahn
1995; MacDonald 1996; Leinhardt and Knutson 2004; Whitehead 2009). What is
interesting about this concept is that it can be applied beyond the museum to other areas
of cultural exchange. The Roatán case study illustrates how this concept can be applied to
both museums and heritage centers, and outside of them, in areas such as cruise ports or
hotels. The widespread applicability of this theoretical perspective manifest in the
constructed world feeds into the issues of silencing that are addressed.
The fourth and final theme functions as a means to tie all of these ideas together.
It is here that the case study on Roatán Island plays the largest role. In looking directly at
the relationship between tourist perspectives of the island and the global identity of the
island’s past, one can better understand how the issues of tourism and display factor into
how the island is perceived and understood on a global level (Bruner 2005). It also
becomes clear exactly how this system of silencing is enacted and carried out, and what
can be done to help the locally significant identity of the island, the people that live on
the island, and the archaeological past of the island, take a larger place in the spotlight.
These four themes are explored through a combination of theoretical discussion and an
ethnographic case study conducted on the island of Roatán in the Bay Islands region of
Honduras.
In chapter 2, I review the development of the anthropological study of tourism
and tourists. Over the past four decades, tourism in anthropology has gone through a
series of changes, bringing it to a more holistic and less specialized view of how the
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tourism industry, and those who participate within it, operates at home and abroad.
Ultimately, this process has resulted in a study of tourism that is inextricably linked to
globalization, transnationalism, and the formation of identity. Each of these three themes
and their importance to the shape of tourism on Roatán are elucidated through the
connections that are built by tourists visiting the island. The interconnectedness of places,
cultural images, and eager tourists blend to create an image of the island’s history and
culture that is tuned more to the needs of the tourism industry, and less so to the local
cultural stories that are set aside in the wake of a more globally active heritage story.
Chapter 3 examines the archaeological past of Roatán Island and how both
scientifically sourced conceptions about the island’s past and identities constructed for
the benefit of tourists visiting the island are connected and construed. In particular, it
reviews the proposed Maya connections to Roatán, and how this perspective has
overshadowed the presentation of other cultural identities including those of the
indigenous Pech populations, the Garifuna, and even the various European groups who
occupied the island at one time or another. While the evidence for prehispanic cultural
ties is limited, it does point to the Pech of Northeast region of Honduras, rather than the
Maya, as tourists come to believe.
In chapter 4, the focus turns to the development of tourism on Roatán and how it
has come to play a significant role in the formation of identity on the island. Chapter 5
focuses on the Roatán case study and an evaluation of the two primary interview sites,
Anthony’s Key (the home of the Roatán Museum) and Maya Key, which hosts the scale
replica of the Mayan ruins of Copán. This chapter sets the stage for the rest of the thesis,
offering context for the interviews and resulting analyses. Chapter 6 considers the data,
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using quotations from the interviews and the analysis of data coded using the Atlas TI
software program. This method of analysis reveals how the motivations and intentions of
tourists drive the global identity of the island. Finally, in chapter 7, I conclude with a
summary of the discussion pursued throughout the thesis, and how the current shape of
tourism on Roatán fits into the anthropological study of identity, globalization, and
cultural heritage.
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Chapter 2: Anthropological Perspectives on Tourism and Tourists
In the discipline of Anthropology, heritage tourism and museum studies are
relatively recent areas to have developed. Since the 1980s, a shift from design-based
research in museums to how the visitor experiences and interprets display has opened up
a whole new world of understanding for museum professionals. This, coupled with the
ever-expanding tourism industry, has created an interesting intersection between cultures
around the world for anthropologists to explore. At its onset in the late 70s, tourism
studies within anthropology were viewed almost as “salvage ethnography” and an
attempt to record the changes taking place in host communities and in the view of the
social and economic important of tourism both at home and abroad, wherever those two
classifications applied (Smith 1977:14). One of the first serious treatments of tourism
within the context of anthropology came with Valene L. Smith’s influential work, Hosts
and Guests (1977). In this edited volume based on papers from the first American
Anthropological Association symposium on tourism, Smith and the contributing authors
explore the relationship between tourists and the people living in the destinations they
visit. This take on tourism opened the door for the development of an important sector of
anthropological research and moved tourism studies away from the pure economic and
quantitative view in which it had previously been held.
In its early stages, the study of tourism in anthropology was primarily concerned
with issues of culture contact, change, and the relationship between tourists and
destinations (Smith 1977). Tourists are typically viewed as the agents of change in the
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regions they visit, with their impacts being considered on a primarily local level (Nash
and Smith 1991). The impacts considered as part of the “host-guest” relationship are
economic, social, or both, depending on the destination, with social impacts being
particularly suited to anthropological study and the primary focus of this thesis (Smith
1977). In the 1989 edition of Hosts and Guests, Smith acknowledges that in the decade
since the publication of the first edition, the view of what constituted the primary impact
of tourism on society had shifted from cultural change to economic influence (Smith
1989). Throughout this period of development in the study of tourism, it was not without
notice that cruise tourism was largely missing from the discussion despite the ever
expanding amounts of research taking place in the fields of anthropology, sociology, and
tourism. In fact, it has only been in the last 15 years that this realm of tourism research
has expanded beyond the economic sphere (Wood 2000). While I do not deal directly
with the economic impacts of cruise tourism, or tourism in general, it is important to note
that cruise tourism and heritage studies are not commonly combined.
Tourism and tourism research continue to grow in importance in the globalized
world. While tourism can and does have a variety of negative effects on the communities
within which it operates, its positive impacts are expanding and being recognized on a
larger scale. One such benefit to the global spread of tourism is the increase in cultural
relativity and understanding as held by those visiting new locations and those being
visited (Smith 1977). If for this reason alone, anthropologists and social scientists must
continue to understand how tourism affects the communities that are visited and the way
that perceptions of these communities move throughout the global-social sphere in an
effort to promote cross-cultural interactions and help combat global tensions.
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Tourism functions well as a focal point of anthropological inquiry as a result of
the cultural interactions constantly taking place. Cross-cultural comparisons are not
uncommon within the field of anthropology, and studying tourism allows for a new take
on this type of analysis in the contemporary age of interaction (Nash and Smith 1991;
Bruner 2005). Along these lines, Nash and Smith build on the “touristic process”
established by Nash in an earlier treatment of the anthropological study of tourism (Nash
1981). The process begins with the generation of tourists—which means that there is
some basis for this generation, some reason they became tourists and thus some drive
prompting the travel—and continues on through the stages of traveling to areas where
they take on the role of guest and the local inhabitants that of the host. The final stage of
this process is the key area where anthropological analysis comes in, the interaction
between hosts and guests—hence the brilliant title of the volume just under discussion—
and the cross cultural interactions and influences that are observable as a result of this
relationship (Nash and Smith 1991).
If we consider the “tourist process” outlined above, the generation of tourists—the
first stage in the process—is largely overlooked, with anthropologists instead choosing to
focus on the cross-cultural interactions outlined previously (Nash and Smith 1991). While
I deal with some of the post-tourism effects in this thesis, particularly the impacts that
tourism has for hosting locations on a global level, the other side of the discussion is
focused on the beginning of the tourism process. Before tourists arrive in a host
community they must decide to go there, and there must be a reason. It is this aspect of
the process, the formation of the tourist, that Nash deems as the most important to the
existence of tourism (Nash 1981). If we accept this (where would tourism be without
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tourists?), then it is clear that accessing and catering to tourist drives and desires is
essential to the success of the tourism market in any given destination (McKercher and du
Cross 2009). As I show, the reasons people choose to travel to certain destinations are
linked to the after-effects that are so commonly studied. The effects of tourism discussed
here are focused on global identity formation, the identity that the place assumes based
on what those tourists who have been there came to understand about the place and tell
others. In this way, choosing to go to a particular destination--the beginning of the
process--is inextricably tied to what others perceive it to be and what parts of those
stories and descriptions one finds to be appealing (McKercher and du Cross 2009; Urry
2002).
Tourism and Tourists
Throughout the body of early tourism literature, the first order of business has
traditionally been to construct a definition of tourism (Smith 1977; Nash 1981; Urry
2002; McKercher and du Cross 2009). In each account, the author acquiesces to the
difficulty in defining tourism, as well as tourists, who are a necessary component to the
definition sought, and attempt to build on the definitions already lain before them.
Dennison Nash (1981) in particular provides a keen assessment of the definitions of
tourism existing at the beginning of the study of the subject in an anthropological context.
While tourism is undoubtedly based in the motivations and desires of the tourist, he
comes to understand that it is the root of these desires, the leisured state, that fall at the
heart of the definition of tourism he establishes in his 1981 article, “The Anthropology of
Tourism” (Nash 1981).
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Nash zeroes in on leisure as the defining factor that establishes tourism, and
whether or not intending to, makes a distinction between the anthropologist and the
tourist as travelers. The position of the anthropologist in tourism studies, that is, whether
or not the researcher is a form of tourist, has haunted the field since its inception (Burns
2004). The leisure-focused definition seemingly removes any question of the
anthropologist’s position in the matter, and allows for a motivational assessment of
tourism and tourist choices. However, while this view may seem an operationally
reasonable one, the definitions being developed to define tourists are interestingly one
sided, with our own distinctions and perceptions of self marking the boundaries rather
than the host communities for whom the tourist is more than a subject to be defined
(Burns 2004). In a later treatment of the subject, Valene Smith characterizes tourists as “a
temporarily leisured person who voluntarily visits a place away from home for the
purpose of experiencing a change” (Smith 1977:2; 1989:1). This is later supported by
John Urry (2002) who situates tourism as the antithesis of work, the non-leisured
opposite in place, action, and perception.
While much of anthropologically based tourism research lies with the crosscultural analysis of the interactions between tourists and the local individuals living in
areas developed for tourism, the Roatán case study focuses on what drives people to
become a tourist to a specific destination or tourism region, and how these drives impact
the identity of the place once those tourists return home. However, before any discussion
of what makes a tourist want to travel, we must consider what type of traveler constitutes
a tourist. On an island such as Roatán, there are many motives that might bring someone
to stay there. So who is a tourist? The foreign national that lives there nine months out of
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the year? Just those who come by cruise or plane and stay at resorts or participate in
shopping and adventure excursions? What about the researchers and divers who come to
study and enjoy the reef that runs along the coast of the island? While each of these
individuals would fit differently into Nash’s established guidelines for what makes a
tourist, they do not all fit in the same way. Chambers (2000) poses the same questions in
Native Tours: The Anthropology of Travel and Tourism. He goes beyond the generalized
view of tourists, and dissects the various contexts that construct tourists. Chambers
(2000) also carefully notes that the ways in which tourism and tourists have been
constructed are from an etic perspective and calls for a more emic, and more complete,
consideration of the tourism process. Table 1 highlights key definitions of the different
types of tourists that may visit a particular destination according to a multitude of
researchers across the span of the field’s development.
Of the tourist definitions presented here, those categorized into five categories by
McKercher and du Cross (2009) most effectively capture the tourists visiting Roatán
Island as evidenced by the interview data presented in the case study below. While these
types of cultural tourist are supplemented by eco-tourists (characterized as divers in the
interview coding) the majority of those interviewed would fall into one of these
categories. The tourist groups outlined by Smith in the late 1970s are not without value in
the present tourism age. Groups ranging from the offbeat tourist to the charter tourist can
be found visiting the island, interestingly arriving both independently and via the cruise
ships. Understandably, these various types of tourist cannot all be served by one form of
tourism. In order to make a location appealing to the global market, a destination must be
able to fit into a number of tourism niches. Just as the type of tourist varies, so do the
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forms of tourism that function within any given destination sphere. Ethnic tourism,
cultural tourism, historical tourism, environmental tourism, and recreational tourism are
the five considered in Smith’s Hosts and Guests (1977:2-3). These five, and others, are
considered below in Table 2.
Table 1. Collection of tourist types.
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Table 2. Tourism definitions and types.
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The case study on Roatán reveals that these varied types of tourism and tourists
are not mutually exclusive. Different drives and goals influence how a person travels and
how they interact with new cultural spaces. As a destination, Roatán caters to everyone
from “elite tourists” to those who travel as “charter” tourists (Smith 1977). Of these
established tourist and tourism types (see Tables 1 and 2), three types of tourism are
particularly applicable to the island. Ethnic tourism, while present, is one of the more
minimally visible forms of tourism on Roatán giving way to the leisured tourism of the
cruise industry, and the recreational tourism that is best evidenced by those tourists who
come to Roatán to dive. As for tourist types, the most commonly encountered include a
mix of mass, incipient mass, casual cultural tourists, and incidental cultural tourists. The
applicability of each of these types is explored further in the case study.
In their 2009 book, Cultural Tourism: The Partnership between Tourism and
Cultural Heritage Management, McKercher and du Cross explore a number of cultural
tourism definitions that fall under the categories of tourism derived, motivational,
experiential, and operational (McKercher and du Cross 2009). In the table above, I have
highlighted their tourism derived and experiential or aspirational definitions. These two
approaches to cultural tourism capture the breadth of what this concept can be applied to.
While operational and motivational definitions are undoubtedly useful, their level of
specificity narrows the definitional field. Though it may seem like an easy way out, a
broad definition of cultural tourism serves the subject best, as it can be applied to
countless scenarios and situations including those relevant to the Roatán case study.
McKercher and du Cross, rather than defining cultural tourism yet again, go on to classify
it as being composed of four interrelated elements: tourism, the use of cultural heritage
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assets, the consumption of experiences and products, and the tourist. It is in this context
that cultural heritage tourism is considered here, as each of these elements contributes in
a unique way to the shape of cultural heritage tourism on Roatán Island. (McKercher and
du Cross 2009:6) In order for cultural tourism to take place, it is necessary for the cultural
heritage assets present in a place to be commoditized for consumption by tourists. The
tourists interested in these experiences are looking to consume them, to add them to their
personal list of experiences, and thus, dances, archaeological sites, and other cultural
experiences must be shaped into a format that makes them accessible to and consumable
by the people who really drive the tourism industry, the tourists (McKercher and du
Cross 2009).
Cultural Heritage and Heritage Tourism
Working in the context of cultural tourism as established in the previous section,
an exploration of what constitutes cultural heritage and cultural heritage centers is
necessary to understand how these elements work within the cultural or heritage tourism
industry. The International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) provides a
definition of heritage that is as broad and inclusive as cultural tourism has been
established to be. Heritage is not only made up of the object, the tangible materials that
exist as evidence of culture past and present, according to ICOMOS heritage also
encompasses the intangible, cultural elements such as dances, folklore, religion, and ways
of life; landscapes that held significance for the groups utilizing them; the built remains
of cultures past, archaeological sites, historical buildings, environmental features, and all
aspects of life that contribute to and reflect culture and cultural practices (ICOMOS
2009). Here, I look at heritage tourism as both the intentional form of tourism for the goal
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of consuming the cultural heritage of a variety of locations, and as the incidental
consumption of these resources. The incidental consumption of cultural heritage
experiences is evidenced by the implied cultural connections made throughout the island.
What this means, is that on the island of Roatán, heritage tourism constitutes
everything from the intentional consumption of cultural experiences, such as visiting
museums and heritage centers, to the casual connections made by acknowledging the
mass tourism derived cultural expressions such as those conveyed by sites like Maya
Key. When heritage becomes entwined in the atmosphere through which tourists must
travel, it is inseparable from other types of tourism. On Roatán, the mass tourism industry
uses heritage tourism to attempt to give people more of a sense of place. Heritage
becomes not only the cultural connections that local inhabitants view themselves as
having, but how the tourism industry and stakeholders have come to characterize the
island.
In most cases, heritage tourism is conceived as something more intentional and
less incidental. Recently definitions of heritage have focused on the distinctive
relationship between heritage, history, and the past (Lowenthal 1996; Jackson 2012). In
the Roatán context, heritage, and subsequently heritage tourism, becomes less about
historical “fact” and more about feeling. Pastness is inherent in any discussion of
heritage. It is something that has come before, a basis for the present. The difference
between heritage and history however is expression. While history is expressed as a
presentation of supposed fact, heritage is an expression of how history is perceived to
affect the lives of people living today, a “living connection to history in the present
moment” (Jackson 2012:23). While historically the ancient Maya did not physically
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occupy Roatán, the development of the tourism industry on the island has made them a
part of the island’s heritage through connections to the rest of Honduras and a desire to be
a part of the mass tourism market in the region. There is a distinct pride in the grand
Maya past that overshadows the lives of those living in the present (Meskell 2005).
Globalization: Cultural Heritage Transnationalism
Globalization is no doubt an important concept in many areas of study, with
heritage tourism being only one of many. In order to engage effectively in the discussion
of globalization in the context of heritage tourism, we must first come to an
understanding of what globalization means. Robert E. Wood addresses this issue in his
article on cruise ship tourism in the Caribbean (2000). He looks at globalization as a sort
of three sided issue, the second characteristic he covers, globalization as a social process,
is the characteristic most relevant for a discussion grounded in tourism and heritage
management. Wood goes on to cite Robertson’s work on globalization in an effort to
come to a definition of the concept. He arrives at globalization as “the global
compression of time and space and the increase in a reflexive global consciousness”
(Wood 2000:346). This definition is particularly appropriate for the discussion that takes
place here, as it captures not only the crossing of spatial boundaries, but also temporal
and social boundaries.
As the world becomes increasingly globalized, it becomes more and more
difficult to define cultural boundaries. While the borders of nation-states are no doubt
concrete, and a map would seem to delineate these boundaries, the fluidity with which
people are now able to cross these borders actually serves to diminish the strength of
these perceived walls. In the case of the tourism-industry--specifically cruise ship
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tourism--the ease with which people can pass from one country to the next often erases
these boundaries all together. The result of this erasure is a conglomeration of
impressions and reactions to what is seen and experienced in a number of destinations.
This conglomeration is then applied to a general area, and what is thought to be known or
is learned about a specific place is carried on to the next in what I refer to as cultural
heritage transnationalism.
As an example, a cruise ship whose course takes passengers from the United
States, to Mexico, Belize, and Honduras, making multiple stops, results in passengers
who begin learning about Mexican culture and history, then carry what they have learned
to Belize, adding on to the new cultural information they are being introduced to, until
finally they arrive in Honduras. Rather than separating these stops and countries, they are
lumped together and the information learned in previous stops is applied to later stops. As
is illustrated in the case study below, this is frequently the case with tourists coming to
Roatán. They go to Belize and see Mayan ruins and bring these associations with them.
When they arrive on the island and see resorts and destinations with Mayan names and
architecture, they then assume that the knowledge they have already gained in previous
stops is equally relevant on Roatán, and they either choose not to delve deeper into the
true cultural history of the island or they misinterpret what they are presented with.
Another issue attached to traveling in this way are the ports themselves.
Frequently the port and surrounding area are taken for granted as examples of what the
country is like as a whole. If you ask a tourist arriving in Roatán what they think of it in
comparison to Belize, they will frequently tell you that Roatán is “cleaner” or better,
because “there aren’t a bunch of people standing outside fences trying to sell you stuff”.
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There is a disconnect between the port and the rest of the island (in the case of Mahogany
Bay) that distances the carefully constructed cruise culture from the actual lives and
culture of the local islanders. While many arrive feeling that Belize is “unsafe”, albeit
having thoroughly enjoyed excursions such as tubing tours through a “Mayan cave”,
Roatán by comparison is “very clean, nice, and like being at Disney”. Thus, the
impressions gained at the cruise port carry over to a characterization of the place as a
whole, especially when this is reinforced through the experiences that cruise tourists have
on their excursions or in some cases, the time they spend avoiding contact beyond the
cruise-culture bubble.
Identity in the Tourism Context
In this way identity is now largely mediated through the tourism industry.
Tourists are the largest group of consumers of cultural heritage knowledge on the island
of Roatán. This being said, the number of tourists who actually access this information is
minimal. Rarely do locals spend time in any of the three heritage centers on the island
(see the case study for more on this); with the exception of those who work at these
venues. As Lena Mortensen states in her brief article on heritage tourism in Honduras,
“heritage tourism makes the local past global” (Mortensen 2005:11). While this is
absolutely true, the associations with identity are complicated, particularly on Roatán. In
shaping the local view of heritage it is necessary to determine whose heritage we are
talking about. Putting aside for a moment the issue of choosing a singular heritage to
represent the identity of the island, one must consider what takes place when alternative
identities are introduced and how those stories and their potential ties to the tourism
industry affect the desire to consider alternative approaches to the presentation of identity
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on the island. In her book, Speaking for the Enslaved: Heritage Interpretation at
Antebellum Plantation Sites, Antoinette T. Jackson appropriately asks, “What happens
when multiple expressions and ways of expressing heritage collide in public forums or,
perhaps even more challenging, fail to exist in public venues and forums?” (2012). This
question pins down the ultimate issue of what communities are to do when an external
force, like the tourism industry, takes control of the public face of their homes, their
histories, and their past.
Museums, intentionally or otherwise, strengthen cultural identities (Prosler 1996).
This strengthening works in two ways. On the one hand, one culture’s ideas about other
groups are mediated and strengthened through museum display. They way items are
shown, talked about, and cared for tell us how the group managing the exhibit structures
their ideas about other cultural groups whether in the past or the present (Alpers 1991;
Kahn 1995; Leinhardt and Knutson 2004; Whitehead 2009). A piece of their worldview
is left behind in the ordering of the exhibition. On the other hand, cultural identities as
they are seen by those who hold them are strengthened by putting your best foot forward,
so to speak. In telling your own group’s history, your view of who you are as a people
comes out. Choosing to highlight the aspects of your past that you find most vital to your
identity helps solidify that identity in the eyes of others (Shackel 2001). Cultural heritage
tourism lends to this process by “mediating” access and engagement with the past,
particularly in the context of cruise tourism on Roatán Island (Jackson 2012:34).
This can become a problem when identity is contested. In a place like Roatán,
where there are many stories to be told, telling one version and forging one identity only
allows for a fraction of history to be viewed. Those who determine what museums and
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heritage centers should contain and put forth for the global public, effectively control the
island’s identity (Meskell 2005). The connection that is built on the island is very
strongly Honduran. While the Maya may not have been a part of Roatán’s past directly,
exhibits at both Maya Key and the Roatán Museum strengthen the idea that they are part
of Roatán’s past in a national Honduran sense. While Roatán is certainly a part of
Honduras and has been for some time, it was not always so; and many of the islands
inhabitants have a story very different than that which is connected with mainland
Honduras and the ancient Maya past. In fact, for many on both the island and the
mainland, Roatán is viewed as a very different place than mainland Honduras. With the
varied perception of this island’s identity and culture, the issue arises as to what
strengthening a mainland Honduran heritage presence on the island does for how
islanders view themselves and how they are viewed by those who inhabit mainland
Honduras.
With the strong connection between museums, heritage centers, and the tourism
industry on Roatán it becomes even clearer how the tourism industry directly impacts the
islands identity. If heritage centers are being geared towards tourist desires and what
tourists want to see, then there is a direct relationship between the interests of the global
community and the identity that is communicated about the island. While the developers
of the two sites discussed in this thesis were not directly attempting to make these spaces
appealing just to tourists with their content, they were connecting Roatán to a larger
Mesoamerican identity that has been forged recently as the tourism industry has grown.
The concept of the Mundo Maya, or the Maya world, of which Roatán is a part, imposes a
unified Maya heritage on regions of Mesoamerica that have a number of cultural
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identities and potential heritage affiliations. The application of this concept, which
connects the various Maya archaeological sites throughout the Mesoamerican region,
asserts this identity as one that is preferable to be presented to tourists and thus the
preferable heritage story for the region (Shackel 2001). This “Mayanization” (Euraque
2004, 2010) of the island, is in many cases an attempt to play on tourist expectations and
draw them in based on what they expect to find in a Mesoamerican region of the
Caribbean (Figueroa et al. 2012). However, this preferential heritage is not only the result
of tourists, but also archaeologists. Much of the interest given to areas such as the Mayan
world by the general public is following in the footsteps of our own professional interests
and our own biases to what constitutes interesting subject matter (Meskell 2005).
Though the most popularized story of Roatán’s past is one that is linked to the
Maya, rather than the indigenous Pech who actually occupied the island, the Garifuna
have also successfully established their heritage on the island. Their heritage center,
called Yubu, is a Garifuna-operated establishment. Unlike the Roatán Museum and Maya
Key, the story told at Yubu is one that is purely Garifuna. The Garifuna people are there,
on site, telling their story, and act as living examples of Garifuna culture and heritage,
giving demonstrations and guiding you through their way of life. They are an example of
how local groups can succeed in controlling their global identity and the view of their
past that is spread to the wider world. However, though they have the benefit of running
their own heritage center, they have the issue of being much further off from the center of
tourist activity than the other two heritage centers on the island. They do see tourist buses
at Yubu but only when passengers elect to take tours of the east end of the island. East
end tours focus mainly on natural and cultural resources on Roatán, and as can be seen in
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the interview data, cultural issues are typically secondary to beaches and snorkeling.
Thus, the nearer, more prevalent story is the one that is most frequently shared, the one
that has the stronger correlates to other stops on the cruise, tour, or vacation (McKercher
and du Cross 2009; Figueroa et al. 2012).
In terms of globalized identity, that is the general identity that the place comes to
hold and be recognized by throughout the world, the issue becomes one of access. The
people who come to any given definition of local culture and heritage drive the types of
resources available for tourists. If the majority of tourists fall into the mass tourism
classification, then resources for cruise ships and other guided tours will develop. On
Roatán, the interview data explored below show what drives people to come to the island
and what impressions they typically leave with. These impressions are the key factors
that drive global identity. When massive groups of tourists visit a place, their perceptions
are going to be what they carry back to their respective places of origin. The reputation
and characteristics that a destination assumes are spread by the stories these people tell
their friends, families, and co-workers. Over the years, Roatán has come to be known as a
diving haven, a great place to view the wildlife of the reef, relax, retire, and enjoy. In
more recent years, it has developed into a burgeoning cruise ship destination with tourism
stakeholders driving for the markets of Cancun or Hawaii. As the cruise industry
continues to expand and not only access to, but also awareness of the island grows, its
global identity will undoubtedly change and morph. But what does this highly tourismbased identity do for, or alternatively to, the cultural heritage of the island?
Roatán rests in a slightly complicated grey zone in terms of affiliation. Nationally,
it is a part of the Central American country of Honduras. However, mainlanders and
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islanders see themselves very differently. This comes into play with the tourism sector of
the island associating itself with the national heritage of the mainland--in particular the
Maya heritage and culture--rather than the local island heritage. This tourism-based Maya
identity masks the complicated history of Roatán. Rather than having the strong Maya
associations of the mainland, the island was dominated by the Pech and later occupied by
the Garifuna, as well as a variety of colonizing heritage groups, particularly the British.
The island also has a history of privateering and piracy that is highlighted by the various
plays on the “Pirates of the Caribbean” movies, with themed attractions around the
island. While the issues associated with how the island is presented are by no means few,
it is necessary to ask whether or not the tourism-based resources fostering the silencing of
heritage on Roatán Island have their own form of legitimacy? Do the connections that the
tourism industry makes to the mainland really exist in the minds of residents? Is the
image of Roatán being painted harmful to the cultural groups who are being left out of
the story? What do the local people of Roatán want the world to know about their island?
These are questions that unfortunately could not be addressed within this research, yet
they are no less important and constitute the necessary next step in understanding how the
tourism industry has come to affect the island’s identity and what the ramifications of
having a global identity driven by tourist desire really are.
Agency in the Tourism Context
Part of how identity is mediated is through who is telling the story, who has the
power to tell the story, and what form that power takes. As I discuss below, power, in this
case the power implicit in museum exhibitions, is the key to what story is told. There are
a lot of questions implicit in the discussion of power; who has it? Who deserves it? Who
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makes use of it, and how? Why do we need to bother telling the story of the past at all?
Not all of these questions can or will be answered, but this thesis offers one way to think
about them. In our highly globalized society, telling the story of the past is not always
about fact, or covering all the bases. In areas such as Roatán, where tourism is the key
source of economic stability, the power is with the consumer. It becomes less about what
people want to show about their history and their home, and more about what people
want to see.
Heritage centers on Roatán are geared towards tourist interaction, to the point that
it is difficult to access many of these resources if you are not a tourist. Even more salient
than not having access to experience these resources, is the fact that few people are in a
position to tell these stories or contribute to how they are being told. The people who
need to be, and in some cases want to be, contributing do not have the necessary grip on
the heritage tourism industry on the island to make their way into areas where the interest
and the money to develop successful heritage stories lie. Instead, the “gatekeepers” of
local knowledge and stories are those that have the power to develop the heritage product
marketed to tourists (McKercher and du Cross 2009).
It is not only those telling the story on the island that become the “gatekeepers” or
agents of spreading the identity and cultural story of Roatán Island. The tourists
themselves take on this role when they travel back to their respective homes. McKercher
and du Cross analyze how information flows from the asset to the consumer, and all the
stops in between (2009). This characterization of how information about a cultural
heritage product travels is directly relevant to the construction of identity that is argued in
this thesis. Once a tourist returns from a particular destination, in the eyes of their friends
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and family they become a sort of “expert” as a result of personal consumption of the
place. Their knowledge, experiences, and impressions are passed on and adopt the same
authority that a museum or heritage center guide would have, purely due to their having
had the experience of the place. Having “been there” provides them with the authority
and power to tell the story and be heard, and this authority is maintained whether or not
the information being passed on is accurate (McKercher and du Cross 2009). This is the
primary reason that clear and un-clouded representations of place are necessary for the
accurate development of global identities; however, as this thesis explores, this is
frequently not the case and is not an easy goal to achieve.
Constructing the Past
Trouillot shows us that the truth in matters of history and heritage is bypassed by
the narrative being presented as a result of the power and authority that that narrative
carries (Trouillot 1995:6). This understanding of how heritage is interpreted is key to
understanding the dilemma of heritage representation on Roatán Island. Words like truth
and authenticity become very loaded in the context of contesting histories. For Trouillot,
the silencing of cultural history has to do with the power that competing stories have.
This can mean that the victor tells the story and silences the version of events the loser of
a battle might have put forth, or it could mean that a particular story is more interesting
than another that is equally valid, so the more interesting story is the one focused on.
Whatever the reason, one must always consider what the representation of certain facts
over others does to alternative views regarding the story being presented. On Roatán, this
issue is tied into the limited ability to tell any story at all, as well as those who hold the
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power associated with the inherent perceived authenticity that heritage centers and
museums hold (Bruner 2005).
With the heavy presence of the tourism industry, particularly in terms of cruise
ships, the would-be consumers of heritage stories on the island are limited in what they
are able to learn. The economic value and popularity of a Maya cultural heritage is clear
as evidenced by the creation of the Mundo Maya, which in large part is why this heritage
story is such an attractive option for an island on this particular cruise route (including
Mexico and Belize) in the western Caribbean. What does the choice to popularize this
version do to the other stories that could be told? What happens to the English, Spanish,
French, and Dutch settlers? Or the Garifuna? These groups must struggle to compete with
the representation of history that visitors have come to expect to see in this area of the
world. Their stories are effectively silenced by the portrayal of the island as a historically
Mayan location (Figueroa et al. 2012).
This perception is not the fault of the museum managers and exhibit designers,
but it is a result of visitor interests, influences, and the ease with which ideas can travel
and cross borders. Why does it seem so logical that this was a Maya zone? The answer is
partially a result of the island’s proximity to other areas that are renowned for having
grand archaeological examples of the Maya past, and partially because it is what tourists
have come to expect. When this story is presented it ceases to matter that Roatán was not
always owned by Honduras, or that there are several different groups with a variety of
origins present on the island. The logical associations that can be made by going from
Mexico, to Belize, to Roatán are enough to prevent people from questioning whether or

	
  

28
	
  

not the history they are seeing is relevant to the place, or just another interesting
interpretation of world history as a whole.
The heritage centers considered here are telling valuable stories, but they are also
silencing a large part of what there is to be known about this island. The focus of these
Roatán historical venues becomes less about the island itself, and more about the island’s
associations to other important histories and important sources of heritage (MacDonald
1996; Shackel 2001). Because of the venue the information is presented in--the museum
and heritage center--it is perceived to be accurate. The spaces in question have a certain
level of authority so the truth does not matter. This is part of the power issue that is at
play in heritage centers and museums. When these institutions end up under the influence
of the tourism industry, the truth that they tell becomes the truth that will best serve those
in power. For Roatán, this means that heritage centers like Maya Key and the Roatán
Museum need to focus on stories that will feed the industry and satisfy tourists. As is
seen in the case study, this comes down to connections to mainland Honduras and the
Mundo Maya, which is discussed further in the section on the development of tourism,
and the sun, sea, and sand aspects of tourism that have surged in popularity.
The connections that have been forged between the different Central American nations
that were host to ancient Mayan civilizations have had a significant impact on tourism
and attractions to these countries by virtue of the presence of some sort of connection to
the distant past. Tourists are interested in monumental architecture and the culture of the
Maya, even if the culture on display is not really Maya or if another story is being
displaced in favor of the Maya story, tourists are engaged. Thus, the power is not so
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much with the industry and the view they have as it is with tourists and the story they
want to be told.
Museum Lens
Heritage centers and museums, as the institutions that specialize in telling
historical and cultural narratives, are imbued with a certain degree of power. In the public
eye, these institutions are imparting a specialized knowledge that can be trusted by those
acting as consumers of cultural knowledge and information. There is a level of authority
to the information that is obtained from museums, and this information is rarely dissected
by those acting as consumers (Alpers 1991; Kahn 1995; MacDonald 1996; Whitehead
2009). In many cases, it is taken at face value. Whether this means the information is
accepted as true or false is not relevant, most visitors will take their initial understanding
of what they see as the sole intended representation of the information, and consider it no
further. However understandable this approach is, museum visitors do not recognize that
the information they are taking away from an exhibition or museum space must first pass
through a series of filters until it reaches their mind in its final form (Kahn 1995;
McKercher and du Cross 2009; Whitehead 2009).
The process in which this specialized information is imparted upon visitors
necessarily constructs a lens through which the information is seen. This metaphorical
lens is a result of not only the aesthetic and content choices on the part of the exhibitor
for the institutions in question, but it is also influenced by the experiences, perceptions,
and overall motivation of those individuals acting as consumers (Alpers 1991; Kahn
1995; Leinhardt and Knutson 2004; Whitehead 2009). Very similar to this idea of the
lens is John Urry’s idea of the tourist gaze. The tourist gaze is primarily influenced by a
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comparison, a contradiction between those activities that make tourism pleasurable and
leisurely and those activities that equate to the normal aspects of life, such as work,
school, and general social responsibilities applicable to the individual or society under
consideration. The gaze is not uniform; it varies based on the lives of those who are
participating in the consumption of experiences that constitute tourism (Urry 2002). The
lens works in much the same way, but rather than being the way in which cultural
tourism and heritage resources are looked at, the lens refers to the filters through which
they may be seen.
Before the information reaches the tourist, it is filtered through the gaze of the
institution, the curator, the designer, the tour director, the cruise line, the family member
or friend, all those who have a role in the transportation of information related to how a
culture or a place are perceived. In the museum or heritage center, and even beyond, this
goes as far as how objects are displayed in relation to one another, the color of the walls,
and the means by which the information is presented (Kahn 1995; Whitehead 2009). At
Mahogany Bay, the combination of attempts to display cultural heritage in the context of
cruise-culture (a concept that is explored further later in this thesis) creates a filter that
allows the port to be seen as a place that has some level of authenticity and truth to the
image it presents (Urry 2002). At the Roatán Museum, the connections forged between
the artifacts impose a theoretical perspective on how to view those objects. Rather than
seeing them as samples of unique cultural entities from specific regions of the country,
they are viewed as a whole, a grouping of artifacts representative of one unified
Honduran culture as applicable on the island as it is on the mainland. Finally, at Maya
Key, the presence of the Maya heritage center in the contexts of globalization and

	
  

31
	
  

cultural heritage transnationalism lend to the conclusion that the Mayan archaeological
heritage is one present on Roatán (Bruner 2005). All of these lenses are explored, and
their effects considered in an effort to understand how the cultural heritage of Roatán and
the tourism industry intersect to forge an island identity.
While this lens without a doubt exists, its presence is not always acknowledged or
intended by those who construct exhibits and manage heritage resources. Those who
develop and manage these sources of information do so with the goal of imparting a
certain level of knowledge on the visitor. However, this goal is not always met, and this
is through no fault of the exhibit planners. The lens can function to misrepresent the
information on display, and is uncontrollable. While exhibit planners can take this aspect
of their audience into consideration, it cannot always be controlled for. This results in a
message received by the audience which is not always what the designer intends.
Furthermore, the lens does not end at the museum or with the influences of the museum
planning team. The life experiences and preconceptions of the visitor also act as a means
to understanding the information on display (Leinhardt and Knutson 2004). Each of these
factors contributes to how the material is viewed and understood and shapes the
impression of the subject that the visitor takes away from the space.
Ultimately, what is the goal of the museum? Arguably, it is different depending
on the institution, but many might agree that in every case museums seek to conserve and
educate. Museums and heritage centers act as the conservators of knowledge, but as with
the conservation of any building, site, artifact, or idea, there is a certain level of
rebuilding inherent in the process. Needing to conserve something implies that some
element, some aspect of that thing has been lost. This is where interpretation and research
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subjects such as archaeology or history come into play; but what are we really conserving
in the end? Are museums and heritage centers representations of what the past was like, a
means of telling a story, a way to show what we think the past was like, or something
different altogether? In a way, the perpetuation of cultural knowledge through museums
and heritage centers is analogous to playing a cultural game of telephone. Every time the
information passes through another individual, is interpreted and re-interpreted through
the biases and preconceived ideas of that person, it changes a little.
Ideas and information are constantly filtered through ever increasing lenses. The
museum, the heritage center, the Internet, personal perceptions and accounts, all of these
are lenses, all theoretical perspectives formed and informed by and through a plethora of
processes and experiences. There are endless layers of subconscious influences and a
priori interpretations acting on the way cultural heritage is perceived and absorbed. In a
very real way, museums serve to order the world on display within them. They structure
the associations between the material items on display to help the consumer make
connections about how those items relate and tell a story. Museums effectively build a
cultural story through the items and information shown within (Prosler 1996). This story
has its own sort of truth, as is explored in this thesis; but what this truth means, and for
whom, is the important question.
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Chapter 3: The Archaeological Past of Roatán and its Relation to Tourism Today
The archaeological past of Roatán has been explored minimally in comparison to
other areas of Mesoamerica. Archaeological exploration of the island has taken place
since 1924, and largely ceased in 1965. Archaeological exploration of the island did not
recommence until 2008 when archaeologists from the project through which this thesis
was researched began surveying the island (Davidson 1999; Goodwin 2011). The
prehispanic cultural affiliations of the island have been elusive, with a need for much
more systematic archaeological investigation if the past of the island is to be truly
understood in its complexity. Early archaeological research, strengthened by recent
excavations on the island, has revealed evidence in support of a Pech occupation of the
island (Strong 1935; Epstein 1975; Goodwin 2011).

	
  

Figure 1. Map of Roatán Island on display inside the gallery at the Roatán
Museum at Anthony’s Key resort.
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The Bay Islands in Context
According to the account of Ferdinand Columbus, Christopher Columbus
discovered the Bay Islands in the year 1502 while he was exploring the lands of the
Caribbean. The small chain was said to lie 12 leagues from the coast of Cape Honduras,
which was called Caxinas Point by Columbus during is travels. The islands were
originally referred to as the Guanajas, after the largest island in the chain (Figure 2). The
island of Guanaja was the land to which Columbus sent his brother Bartholomew ashore
with two boats of men. They describe the island as having been covered with pine trees
and rich with a material called cálcide, which was used by the local inhabitants to cast
copper. The people who lived on the island were described as being like those “of the
other islands” only with narrower foreheads, which islands in particular is not clear
(Colón 1959).

Figure 2. Map of the Bay Islands showing their relationship to Honduras and
Belize. Developed using Google Earth.
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The people they encountered approached them in a dugout canoe that was
supplied with items that could be found throughout the western region of the area that at
the time was referred to as New Spain. The canoe carried cotton and sleeveless
embroidered shirts, breechclouts, shawls, long wooden swords, hatchets, bells, and
crucibles. They also had a variety of food items aboard including roots, maize wine, and
almonds, which the European explorers considered to be of great value to the local
inhabitants as they had seen almonds used as currency in nearby lands (Colón 1959). The
cultural identity of these island inhabitants was unknown and contested for some time,
but past archaeological and linguistic evidence, supported by more recent archaeological
investigations have revealed that the island’s inhabitants were likely Pech, with material
culture evidence pointing to a mainland (Northeastern Honduras) cultural and ceremonial
associations, as well as potential mainland trade connections (Davidson 1999; Goodwin
2011; Wells et al. n.d.).
The Pech
Evidence pointing towards a trading relationship with the Maya, rather than a
Maya occupation, has recently been enhanced by Project Roatán, the archaeological
project of which the research presented in this thesis is a part. In 2003, a set of ceramics
from Roatán Island was discovered in storage at the University of South Florida. Project
Roatán began through attempts to identify the cultural origins of this pottery. The ensuing
archaeological project has produced a number of reports reviewing the archaeological
history of the island and the dangers that Roatán’s cultural patrimony now faces
(Figueroa 2011; Figueroa et al. 2012; Goodwin 2011; Wells et al. n.d.). The ceramic
analyses that have taken place have supported a Pech occupation of the site with previous
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studies and historic documents supporting the ceramic evidence with linguistic ties to the
Pech (Davidson 1999).
Roatán’s History: Colonial to Contemporary Spanish
Christopher Columbus was not the only one to encounter the island early in its
written history. Looking at the accounts of other sailors and explorers to visit the island,
it is clear that whoever the indigenous people were that Columbus stumbled upon during
his voyage were long since gone, the island having been depopulated by 1650 (Wells et
al. n.d.). However, this was not the end of Roatán’s exciting history. The island came to
be colonized first by the Spanish in the early sixteenth century, and subsequently the
British during the 1800s. In addition to its formal colonization by the British and Spanish,
there was an influx of multi-national privateers and enslaved people originating from
other Caribbean islands, which served to build the diverse ancestor base for those living
on Roatán today. Most notable (aside from the various pirates who touched on the island)
are the Carib people of St. Vincent who were marooned on Roatán and formed the
longest lasting permanent settlement on the island from the end of the seventeenth
century onward. These people laid the groundwork for their Garifuna descendants, who
are one of the present day cultural groups on the island with individuals of various
European and Spanish origins (Davidson 1999).
Today Roatán is home to a variety of cultural groups and has attracted a number
of individuals from Europe and the Americas who now call the island home. The
relocation of individuals from other areas of the world has gained momentum since the
1960s when the first “ex pats” began to build homes on the island. Now, the popularity of
Roatán on television, with divers, and as a cruise destination has brought it more into the
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global eye and continues to attract new inhabitants, a phenomenon that has had no small
effect on the island. The influx of people from around the world and the growth of the
tourism industry are accompanied by infrastructural expansions that not only bring
amenities to the island that are now in demand (such as roads and cell phone towers), but
also destroy what evidence of Roatán’s past is left as it is hurtled into the future.
The Maya
The Maya presence in Honduras and throughout the Mesoamerican region is well
documented. The term “Maya” has traditionally been applied to a variety of cultural
groups that ascribe to this general, broad, cultural identity. Though the groups may seem
to have similar cultural traditions, there are a number of key differences that set them
apart from one another, one of which is language. The popularization of the Maya culture
throughout the world has not only had an effect on the location where these groups have
traditionally lived, but it also invariably has an effect on how they are perceived by the
worldwide public. Rather than maintaining an individual group identity, they are lumped
together and considered as one uniform cultural assemblage (Fash 2001).
The ancient Maya were only one group of people living in the Mesoamerican
region, a region that is largely characterized by the response of monumental architecture,
particularly pyramids. The presence of these grand structures has greatly influenced the
popularity of this region for tourism tied to both ancient history of Mesoamerican peoples
and the natural landscape. Many of these ruined cities included ball-courts used for
playing the game that was so popular in Maya religion and society (Fash 2001). Although
there is archaeological evidence to support contact between the people living on the Bay
Islands and the Maya, there is no evidence that suggests that the Maya inhabited these
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islands during ancient times (Davidson 1999; Goodwin 2011). This begs the question: If
the Maya did not live on Roatán, why is there such a strong connection between the
island and this cultural group? This thesis addresses this question through the interview
responses of some local stakeholders who have a part in bringing the Maya to Roatán, as
well as through the analysis of tourist interview on their perception of the island’s
archaeological and cultural past.
Mundo Maya
The Mundo Maya, or Maya world, is a tourism program developed by the
ministries of tourism from the Mesoamerican countries of Belize, El Salvador,
Guatemala, Honduras, and Mexico to connect the Maya heritage present throughout the
region to large tourism centers such as Cancun in the Quintana Roo region of the
Mexican Yucatan (Evans 2004; Walker 2009; Figueroa et al. 2012; Wells and Goodwin
2013). The tourism program, formerly known as La Ruta Maya, or the “Maya Route,”
has been developed to promote the cultural and natural resources of these countries in
connection with UNESCO. The Mundo Maya includes a variety of sites and extends from
Cancun to Roatán Island (Wells and Goodwin 2013). While Roatán’s position along the
route is largely related to its environmental aesthetics, such as the reef and white sand
beaches, the way tourism has developed here is comparable to places like the resort
center of Cancun. Hotels and tour companies monopolize on the popular heritage of the
island and the region, with companies naming themselves based on themes ranging from
everything Maya to the Pirates of the Caribbean. All of this derives from the growth in
competition for tourist attention and the need for a regional and global presence that
makes traveling to Roatán a worthwhile social investment (Smith 1977).
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With such a large focus on Maya culture in the tourism plans for these nations, the
questions arises as to why the Maya are so interesting to people throughout the world?
What drives the global interest in Maya culture that allows for a planned tourism path
that focuses on and guides people through the ancient Maya world? It would seem that
throughout history the public places its interest in the past on cultures that have left a
profound legacy for the people living in the present. In many cases, and in the most
simplistic sense, this often means the built world. Standing architecture, monumental
pyramids, temples, churches, shrines, and mounds all point to the ingenuity of past
people. In its early days, these are also the aspects of the past that enthralled
archaeologists. It has not been until recently in the history of archaeology that attention
has been paid to non-elite households or ways of life, the landscape, disenfranchised
groups such as women, children, or the elderly, and a plethora of issues that look beyond
the physical material remains that people left behind. In short, we as archaeologists are
largely the catalysts for public interest (Medina 2003).
Without such an intense focus on the ancient Maya and their architecture since the
beginning of archaeology, there would not be much for the public to draw from to feed
their love of the past. Whether we realize it or not, our desires and what we find
interesting steers public opinion. While movies, television, and fictional stories also serve
to fan the flames of public interest, knowledge of past people and cultures makes its way
to the eyes and ears of the global populous only after some archaeologist, historian, or
other interested researcher delves into these topics and supplies the information to
develop the various media used to disseminate cultural information to the general public
(Mortensen 2005). There is no doubt the Maya, and in fact any group of people living in
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the past, are fascinating in their own unique ways, regardless of what archaeologists say
about them. They would surely receive attention and inspire and intrigue the world even
if there were not modern day people imposing their carefully measured views of the past
on them and disseminating those views. Nevertheless, the fact remains that this process
takes place and is the grounding point for interest in these spaces and their ultimate
success or failure as tourism destinations.
Copán
The archaeological site of Copán is the only site in Honduras with monumental
architecture. Located in the modern-day town of Copán Ruinas, the ruins are managed by
the Honduran Institute of Anthropology and History. Archaeological projects have been
ongoing at the site for decades and the site functions as a sort of open-air museum. Copán
was inhabited during the Classic period of the Maya from AD 250-900 (Fash 2001). The
site itself is made up of large buildings and plazas with stelae and altars. Significant
features of the site include the hieroglyphic staircase, the ball court, the great plaza full of
stelae, and Altar Q complete with its king list (Fash 2001). Each of these features (among
others), with the exception of Altar Q, are open for exploration in replica form at Maya
Key. In addition to the ability to tour the architectural remains located at the site, a
museum houses a vast number of artifacts for visitors to view. Many of the items on
display inside the museum at Copán are also on display in replica form at Maya Key. The
significance of this site for the tourism industry in Honduras is not minimal. This site,
and the many other Maya references found throughout the island, visibly connect the
history of mainland Honduras to the rest of the Mundo Maya, legitimizing the island’s
value as a cultural, archaeological, and economic resource. The presence of the
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interpretive center at Maya Key essentially makes Roatán a part of the Copan
archaeological park’s “archeoscape”, that is, the collection of stakeholders and locations
that “engage with a dialectic with the past that alters its interpretation and management
while reimagining their own relationships to it and with one another” (McAnany and
Parks 2012:81).
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Chapter 4: The Development and State of Tourism on Roatán
This chapter introduces the key issues on Roatán Island that lend to the
misinterpretation of island heritage and culture. The connections between the tourism
industry, particularly mass tourism and cruise tourism, and local cultural groups, are vital
to understanding how heritage identities are formed. Tourism on Roatán has not only
changed the way that the island and its past have been presented, but it has also
dramatically changed the island. In a recent Master’s thesis from the University of South
Florida, Alejandro J. Figueroa (2011) explores the effects that the modern infrastructural
adjustments necessary for tourism in the twenty-first century have had on the
preservation of the archaeological past of the island. Protecting the quickly dwindling
tangible heritage of Roatán is vital, as this physical connection to the past lends to a
stronger connection to the intangible aspects of heritage that have carried on into the
future. These expressions of private heritage, that heritage which is cherished amongst
families and communities, have become a public commodity (Chambers 2006; Jackson
2012:23). Without protection and careful interpretation, these resources will change and
gradually lose that part of them that connects them to present day communities; not
unlike the fate of many of Roatán’s environmental resources.
“There used to be waterfalls, but now, there are no more waterfalls.”
“I remember 20 years ago the airport was just a strip of beach.”
- Javier and Michael
These two quotes highlight how the dawn of tourism has changed the face of
Roatán Island. There have been a large range of environmental and infrastructural

	
  

43
	
  

changes in the last few decades, and the changes are continuing. If you visit the island
often enough, you can note the subtle changes year to year. Hilltops leveled, construction
projects started and abandoned, new resorts, restaurants, and bars, paved roads, and cell
phone towers are all evidence of how the island has come into the tourist age. Many of
these changes are due to the island’s growing popularity within the recreational diving
industry. Though the cruise tourists make up the brunt of travelers visiting the island
throughout the year, divers also flock to the island and its impressive barrier reef. Limited
island resources including the reef and archaeological sites around the island are
increasingly affected by these tourism driven changes, and some fear that Roatán will
lose some of its unique character as its infrastructure adapts to modern demands.
Beginnings of Tourism
Roatán Island has been, and still is known as a haven for divers. The reef and the
various wrecks around the island have attracted divers to the island for decades, gaining
in popularity from the 1970s onward. In the mid 1990s, the government of Honduras
designated a series of “tourism zones” and “tourism free zones”; Roatán Island being one
of those designated and developed for tourism. This development included the building
of infrastructure such as roads, airports, and other necessities to draw tourism to the
island (Figueroa et al. 2012). Roatán is becoming more than a place to visit, but a place to
stay and retire. Many of the “new locals” on the island are individuals who came to visit
or dive and never left. The more people hear about the island and what it has to offer,
their interest in visiting via ship, plane, or ferry increases and pushes the tourism market
towards a more marked expansion on the island. The drive to consume the leisure
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resources the island has to offer including snorkeling, sailing, and relaxing is growing
exponentially as word of the travel, retirement, and diving opportunities spreads.
The steady development of tourism on the island since the 1960s has lent to a
broad “tourist culture,” described by Smith (1977:12) via Richard Kemper (1976) as “a
process of full accommodation so that large numbers of tourists are part of the regional
scenery.” This culture stands as separate from the cruise culture that is discussed below.
Rather than being a phenomenon experienced by the tourist, “tourist culture” affects the
island and how the culture of the island is viewed. Though it is still somewhat obscure as
a tourist destination, the inclusion of Roatán on cruise ship routes will undoubtedly raise
it to the status of Cozumel before long. In fact, it is very much the hope of tourism
stakeholders on the island that it will grow to resemble the tourism industry on Hawaii
with its blending of cultural and ecological concerns.
Mass Tourism
The first cruise port on Roatán was built in 2008 in Coxen Hole, the capital of
Roatán. This port routinely serves a number of cruise lines including Royal Caribbean,
Holland America, Norwegian, and Carnival (Cruise Port Insider 2012; Roatán First
2012). In 2009, Carnival completed the construction of a $62 million cruise port
exclusively for their use (Kosciolek 2009). While this cruise port does contribute to the
marketing of a misplaced Maya heritage on Roatán, it does make an attempt at
connecting passengers to the cultural history of the island through a small exhibition
space within the port. This mini-museum is only accessible to cruise ship passengers and
is frequently utilized as a respite from the sun or a place to gather for excursions
(Mahogany Bay 2013). The Mahogany Bay cruise port website also includes much of the
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information that can be seen at the interpretive center within the port itself (Mahogany
Bay 2013) as well as a brief overview of the Honduran nation (Mahogany Bay 2013).
Though the cruise port makes an admirable and responsible attempt to bring cultural
information to those who cruise to this destination, tourists rarely know where to locate
this information or are uninterested in seeking it out.
Cruise Ports: ‘Culturally Clean’
Despite the nod to local culture that comes in the form of the small heritage
interpretation area and the introduction to island culture that is posted on the website, the
cruise terminal, as well as other areas of the island, are interpreted by tourists as being
“antiseptic, sterile, or culturally clean.” The terms “antiseptic” and “sterile” are
descriptions of the cruise port that were given by interview participants. At first, I
understood them to mean that the cruise area was clean in terms of maintenance and care,
what I came to understand later in the interview, and in consideration of all the interview
data together, was that the cleanliness that these words were describing was not related to
how the site was cared for, but how it was presented. Looking around the cruise port, it
becomes clear that even though snippets of island culture are incorporated into the overall
port area (such as references to the shrimping industry and the small Garifuna hut that
acts as a small heritage center), the cruise terminal is devoid of any single recognizable
type of culture. It is culturally “sterile,” “antiseptic” in the way that all local and regional
cultural associations are stripped from the space. One end of the terminal does feature
“local” craft goods for sale, but even this area takes on the faux commercialist feel that
the rest of the port has, with certain booths marketing items that are related to the
commercialized Maya culture, rather than the cultural history of Roatán Island.
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Furthermore, it was pointed out on more than one occasion that the shops available to
tourists are the same at every stop, and there was also the idea that shopping in these
areas was encouraged over shopping on the island, further restricting the access that local
islanders have to tourists and vice versa.
"What's your impression of this port? Do you like it?" "I like it, I like it,
yeah, it's very clean."
"It was really nice, really clean, yeah."
"Oh, it's a beautiful port, I, I think it's beautiful." "It is very pretty, but it is
very sterile and it is not very cultural." "Well, it is not gonna give you
what the island is about." "But as far as, you know, a dock? It is
gorgeous…I mean it is absolutely gorgeous compared to most of them
that, that we've gone into."
"It is beautiful, absolutely beautiful, it is very clean and I liked it."
"We pulled in this morning and it was just gorgeous. You could tell the
way they take care of their waterways, the way they manicure the area
around the piers, spotless. The houses, everything was just so pristine. It
was like paradise. You know, all the colors, nothing run down. You know,
they were all in their matching uniforms ready to go even before the ship
hit the dock.”
The real difference between Mahogany Bay and other stops along the cruise
course is that Mahogany Bay is more secluded from the local population. In other areas,
such as Belize or even the Coxen Hole cruise port on Roatán, it is impossible to ignore
the separation between the commercial cruise area and the local environment. At
Mahogany Bay, this is not the case, and many come away feeling that this location is an
excellent representation of the island as a whole. With the isolation of this particular port,
geographical, historical, and cultural misunderstandings are common, with some tourists
not realizing that the Maya Key excursion site is really just a small key off the coast of
the main island of Roatán. Those who know they are in Honduras mistake Maya Key for
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Roatán and the main island for the mainland, which is visible in the distance from the
shores of Maya Key. "Do you feel like you have really been able to experience Roatán
while you have been here?" "Yeah, I think so, yeah, I mean the island, but not over
there." [Referring to the main island of Roatán rather than Maya Key] Others are
unaware that they are even in Honduras or on an island called Roatán and simply
associate the space with the title of the port in which they are docked.
Cultural Heritage Transnationalism
The primary cause of cultural confusion for tourists exists in the form of cultural
heritage trans-nationalism, particularly in the case of cruise ship passengers. When the
preconceived notions of a region are mixed with the blurred boundaries afforded by
cruise tourism, the heritage and culture of different countries becomes blended and
blurred in the eyes of those stopping briefly on their shores. Many of those who travel to
Roatán are on the tail end of their tour of the Western Caribbean, having already made
multiple stops along the coasts of Mexico and Belize. Although the political and
geographical borders that define these places in the present are clear, they are not
identical throughout time or without cultural transcendence (Knapp and Herlihy 2002).
While many cultures did pass throughout the region of Mesoamerica, it does not follow
that the cultural heritage found in one country that is a part of this region can be found
either throughout that particular country or throughout the entire region. This is the
assumption that is frequently made by tourists traveling on cruise ships to Roatán.
The way that these borders seem to melt away in the eyes of tourists is not to be
solely blamed on a lack of knowledge. The experiences and merchandise that tourists are
presented with contribute to this idea. In the Roatán example, if a cruise passenger travels
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from the United States and stops in Mexico and Belize before arriving on Roatán, places
where Maya temples and caves can be explored as excursions, and then is confronted
with Maya souvenirs, models, and themed marketing, why should they not conclude that
this destination has as strong a Maya heritage connection as its predecessors (Knapp and
Herlihy 2002)? In other areas of Latin America, it has become common for heritage
groups to band together in an effort to have their voice heard; but what is the result when
the connection is forged in an effort to accommodate foreign tourists and fuel the tourism
industry in the region? This lack of distinction between cultures, even between the
various Maya groups, is in large part due to the connections built by the creation of the
“Mundo Maya” route and the regional decision to focus on one grand aspect of shared
history. The problems with this strategy arise when distinctions become insignificant and
uniform identity is valued as a globalizing strength (Knapp and Herlihy 2002).
Cruise Culture
Between two combined field seasons 70 group interviews were conducted
including responses from over 100 visitors to the island. On several occasions interview
participants indicated that some aspect of the cruise port, ship, or excursion experience
gave them the impression of Disney, or that it was “antiseptic” or “sterile.” At first, I took
this to mean the location they were referring to were literally clean. However, after the
term came up multiple times, and I more closely considered the context of the statement,
it became clear that it was not the sanitary conditions of these locations that were being
referred to but the aesthetics. The spaces managed and designed by the cruise industry
literally become culturally clean. What I mean by this is that there is no recognizable
cultural affiliation in the design. It is something new and unique to the industry, a sort of
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cruise industry culture where the designs are not affiliated with one group or region but
the culture of cruising.
In an early article on the study of tourism in anthropology, Dennison Nash defines
tourism as one form of leisure activity and tourists as leisure travelers, meaning that
tourists are travelers free of important cultural obligations (1981). With one goal of
tourism being to ignore one’s cultural obligations, it is logical that the means through
which the act of tourism is carried out would ideally enable this lack of culture. Since
people from all over the world and from many different backgrounds travel using cruise
ships, it is difficult to erase particular aspects of a particular culture. Rather than trying to
cater to the ideal responsibility-free cultural idea of the many groups that use their
services, the industry bore a new leisure based cruise culture. A cultural scheme is
created that can be understood and enjoyed by any of those who use the ship because it is
particular to that experience and does not allow for any of the responsibilities and
behavioral norms one might wish to ignore while on a cruise vacation (Smith 1977).
This new artificial culture serves as a transition for those coming off the ship.
When passengers leave their homeport, they leave an area of comfort and familiarity.
Upon entering the ship they are confronted with this neutral culture of relaxation and
leisure. When the ships enter each new port, visitors exit the ship into yet another
transitional space, such as the port at Mahogany Bay. The port is not necessarily without
indication that it is in a cultural realm that is different from the one they left, but these
features are subtle. There may be a section where “local” crafts and products can be
purchased, but on the whole the design, the shops, the restaurants, and the activities
available are the same that can be found at any other port. This familiarity allows
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passengers to move from the culturally neutral area of the ship to the port they are
visiting without a huge shock to their senses. They are able to gradually take in what this
new place has to offer without becoming overwhelmed with the strange otherness of a
new place. The inclusion of a section that is unique to each port allows passengers a taste
of the location, but only if they want to go that far.
There is just enough of a difference between the home culture of the cruise ship
passengers, the culture of the ship, and the taste of the port they are visiting to allow
visitors to relax while remaining on the edge of their comfort zone. They are able to have
a taste of something new, but only if they want it. While it is true that many passengers
will leave the port altogether and venture out away from venues and areas that have been
touched by the cruise industry, it is also true that some will stay in the port and feel that
they have a perfectly reasonable sense of the place and the ability to say they have “been”
there. In this sense, it is not the culture that is being consumed, but the place. It does not
matter what you see or do while you are there, the fact that you are there allows you to
add it to the collection of places you have been and experiences that you have had. These
different types of experiences evoke different responses from passengers. There are those
who would claim to be culturally aware, but who choose to stay in the port anyway even
though they may describe it as “sterile” or like Disney Land. Occasionally, an interview
participant would make such a statement and justify it by saying that they went out on an
excursion at the last port so they decided not to go out at this one. While this may be a
financially motivated strategy, the manner in which the response is given suggests that
they feel they are not really missing anything by staying at the port. Some recognize that
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the rest of the island is nothing like the area they are seeing, and others feel that seeing
the port alone is enough to experience the island and what it has to offer.
This ‘culturally clean’ perspective is applicable to more island venues than just
the cruise ports. The same issue applies to Maya Key. The sense of being at Disney is
even more real with the inclusion of the replica. Anyone who has been to the Epcot
theme park could easily see a connection between the adventure park that allows for a
taste of different countries throughout the world and the replica on Maya Key that
essentially gives visitors a taste of the real Copán. What then is the impression they are
meant to take away? What does this theme park mentality do to the authority and
importance of the information contained on the site? While the perception certainly does
not apply to everyone, it applies to enough of the tourist population that those designing
and managing these spaces need to consider what parallels the audience may be able to
draw between this site and other experiences they have had (Leinhardt and Knutson
2004).
Earlier I discussed the idea of cultural heritage transnationalism and how traveling
by cruise ship blurs the lines that would otherwise be clear between nation states and
cultural groups. This is just another aspect of the culture of cruising that has developed as
the industry has grown. For those who stay behind because they have done an excursion
at a different stop, the justification was more than once that they had already seen ruins
so why did they need to see them here? They learned about the last location and decided
just to relax at this stop; or even that they just do not care where they are. They just
wanted to go on a trip somewhere warm and not think about anything. So how should
heritage management professionals consider these perspectives when negotiating the
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necessary role of the tourism industry in conjunction with the visibility of their site and
their responsibility to the heritage of the location they are representing?
Stakeholders
When considering the state of heritage tourism, and the tourism industry itself, it
is vital to consider who the stakeholders are on the island. In the context of cultural
heritage tourism and management, a stakeholder is someone who lives near a heritage
asset or is connected to it by cultural affiliation or strong personal ties. In most tourism
contexts, there are multiple stakeholders to be considered when weighing the effects that
commodification of the asset can have (McKercher and du Cross 2009). Stakeholders can
include anyone from local cultural groups, government organization, and tourism
operators to educational institutions, religious groups, and museums; essentially a
network of concerned groups focused around the tourism industry in a specific location
(McKercher and du cross 2009:181; Waligo et al. 2012). Though it is part of Honduras,
Roatán has been home to a mixture of groups from Central America, Europe, and the
Caribbean islands for centuries (Figueroa et al. 2012). In addition to those whose families
have inhabited the island for generations, there are those who visited and never wanted to
leave. Stakeholders on the island include not only people with cultural ties to the Pech
and the Maya, but also the English, Spanish, and Garifuna groups that over the centuries
have come to establish roots on Roatán; as well as more recent foreign nationals who
have established themselves on the island and the managers and employees of the cruise
lines, heritage centers, and attractions that have come to depend on the tourism market.
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Underrepresented Cultural Groups
As I mentioned briefly earlier, Roatán has a long, mottled, history of occupation.
It was the subject of colonial occupation for many years, with the result being that the
cultural atmosphere of Roatán is mixed and unique. Though it is a part of present day
Honduras, Roatán Island was relinquished from British rule in 1959 with the signing of
the Cruz-Wyke treaty (Meyer and Meyer 1994). The communities that remain as
testaments to the non-Spanish influence on Roatán are another example of cultural
heritage groups that are marginalized in the telling of the island’s past to tourists. One of
the early researchers to visit the island, William V. Davidson, explores these
communities and their role on the island’s past and present in his book Historical
Geography of the Bay Islands (1999). This document is one of the few exploring Roatán
cultural history and is based on original research undertaken during the late 1960s and
early 1970s.
In 1638, the English made their first strong appearance on the island, but only
after the local population on the island was depleted by raids conducted by Spanish slave
ships (Davidson 1999). These conflicts with the Spanish lead to a relationship between
the local islanders and the English as they arrived on the island and contested the Spanish
hold on the island. The English occupation of the island was based largely in pirate
activities and an effort to colonize the Bay Islands (Davidson 1999). The English-owned
Providence Company was primarily responsible for colonizing the Bay Islands area,
however settlement on Roatán was granted to an American by the name of William
Claiborne who brought with him the Scotch-English immigrants who would lay the
foreground for the current inhabitants of Roatán (Davidson 1999). However, in 1650 the
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colonizers--largely viewed as pirates--and their sympathizers had largely been removed
from the island and Roatán reverted to Spanish rule until 1742 when the English more
formally re-asserted themselves (Davidson 1999).
Garifuna
The Garifuna people have had the longest continuous presence on the island of
Roatán to date after their arrival on a marooned ship of enslaved Africans sailing from
the island of St. Vincent in 1796. For this reason, they are frequently included in cultural
heritage representations of the island’s past. However, their culture has recently fallen
into the trend of commodification that attaches itself to cultural heritage tourism in an
effort to stake a claim on the benefits provided by the tourism industry on Roatán
(Figueroa et al. 2012). The position of the Garifuna in the telling of Roatán’s cultural
history is unique. While many of the local groups who have a long history attached to the
island go unheard or are glossed over, the heritage of the Garifuna (also referred to as the
Garinagu) is not only present in the two general heritage centers on the island, but is also
entrenched in the tourism industry through their Garifuna heritage center, Yubu. While to
a certain extent Yubu falls victim to the inevitable commodification of culture taking
place on the island, the presentation of local heritage values and stories is not so “static”
as it becomes in other areas on the island, such as the Roatán museum and Maya Key.
The living history that tourists are engaging with at Yubu allow for a more personal
connection to be made with the people and shies away from an idealized, packaged,
picture of the past (Jackson 2012:47). In recent years, the cruise companies have
contracted Yubu as a land excursion destination. Thus, where it was once possible to
schedule a group tour of the premises, you must now be a member of the cruise party to
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easily gain access to the site. However, performances of their traditional dances and tours
of the facility can be scheduled with significant effort and the proper local connections.
The facility puts the story being told directly in the hands of the Garifuna people.
The story comes right from their lips, told with the influence of their lives and all the
experiences of living as part of the group and sharing their own personal history. The
demonstrations are performed by Garifuna living on the island who learned the dances
and methods of cooking and craftwork on display from their mothers and fathers,
connecting the people in every way to the way their cultural heritage is being presented,
shared, and interpreted. This is not always possible in cultural heritage locations, neither
on Roatán or anywhere else in the world of heritage tourism, which makes the Yubu
example a unique one that warrants its own analysis. In a way, Yubu serves as a best-case
example for the way in which cultural heritage should be shared, that is, by those who
live it, whenever possible.
Expatriates: The New Locals
Much of the island’s population is now composed of individuals who have left
their mother countries to make a new place for themselves on Roatán. In many cases
theses “ex-pats” have started businesses and developed land to support their life in the
island. As a result, they are another important group that must be considered as this issue
is explored. Individuals who have moved to Roatán from other countries, referred to as
expatriates, or “ex-pats”, have a significant role to play on the island. Many of these
individuals have invested financially in the island. This may mean that they own land,
resort interests, or various businesses tied to the tourism industry such as cell phone
rental booths, botanical gardens, and tour companies. While these individuals may not
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have been born on the island, they are most certainly local islanders, as many have lived
on Roatán for decades and have lived through the changes that have taken place over the
years. In the cases of both Maya Key and the Roatán Museum, individuals who would
fall under this classification manage both sites. However, though these people did not
originate on the island, their stake and interest in the management of its heritage is no less
important as they are frequently the ones in a position to influence how the story is told
and how heritage resources are protected and utilized.
Synthesis
Tourism is not an isolated entity. On Roatán it impacts the island and a vast array
of stakeholders, including tourists and locals, on a daily basis. Each of the groups
mentioned in this chapter have had, and continue to have, an important role to play in the
way that Roatán’s heritage is produced and presented. If the heritage of Roatán is to
encompass all the stories being told and make its way into the global sphere, it needs to
be recognized how these stories are formed and how they spread. Understanding the
development of tourism on the island, the types of tourism that have attracted people to
the island over the last four decades, and how the local people living on Roatán connect
to their past and their place in the tourism market and globalized world is key to shaping
a strong, interconnected heritage community on Roatán. The case study that follows in
chapter five presents how all of these elements come together in two specific locations
and attempts to begin the process of understanding how a holistic telling of Roatán’s rich
past can be successfully shared.
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Chapter 5: Case Study - Anthony's Key and Maya Key
Anthony's Key
Anthony’s Key resort is a popular vacation spot on Roatán, attracting visitors
from around the world. The resort offers a variety of cabins that guests may elect to stay
in, a plethora of activities including snorkeling, diving, and dolphin shows. They are also
the home of the Roatán Museum and the Roatán Institute of Marine Sciences (RIMS).
The typical guest at Anthony’s Key is learning to dive. Roatán’s proximity to the second
largest barrier reef in the world, and the various wrecks surrounding the island, make it a
divers’ paradise. This theme is reinforced at the resort and many of the others around the
island. The museum is situated in a building opposite the area where the dolphin shows
take place and shares a building with RIMS. The dolphin area includes signage that
educates visitors on the anatomy of dolphins and how they are trained. The building
adjacent to the viewing area houses the RIMS center where guests may further educate
themselves on the aquatic life surrounding the island and where dive instruction courses
take place.
Across the hall from the entrance to RIMS is the entrance to the Roatán Museum.
The museum was founded in the early 1990s with an opening year of 1992 by a number
of individuals with a vested interest in the island, both locally and regionally present, and
in conjunction with the Honduran Institute of Anthropology and History. The collection
on display is composed of donated materials from the private collections of people who
have acquired artifacts from around the island and throughout the rest of Mesoamerica.

	
  

58
	
  

The exhibits were designed and installed in the early 1990s and to this day have not been
updated. Upkeep is difficult, as they do not have the necessary staff to manage the
exhibits beyond replacing light bulbs and occasionally repairing exterior damage to the
exhibits. The manager of the resort, and subsequently the museum, expressed that he
would like to update and repair the museum space, but the interest has not been enough
on the part of tourists to justify the expense.
In addition to a lack of visitor interest--as is evidenced in the tourist interview
data--visibility is also an issue at the Roatán Museum. In my time observing visitor
behavior at the museum, it was rare that guests would come inside, and when they did
they would spend very little time with the exhibits. The museum is greatly overshadowed
by the dolphin shows, encounters, and diving opportunities at the resort, and simply is not
publicized widely enough for people to know it is there. Those who come to the museum
from other parts of the island are brought there as members of tours set up as part of a
cruise ship excursion or, more likely, as part of a tour hired outside the auspices of the
cruise industry. The discussion of visibility in terms of the Roatán Museum must also
consider that the visitors who come to Anthony’s Key Resort are more diverse than those
that arrive at Mahogany Bay and choose to go to Maya Key. At Anthony’s Key, tourists
from mainland Honduras frequently come to see the dolphins as a small excursion
offered by other resorts on the island that are typically frequented by tourists who call
Central America home. This cannot be said for Maya Key as they only serve cruise
tourists and the occasional local school group.
The layout of the museum was done so that the exhibits themselves guide you
through time (Figure 3). There is an issue of clarity within the display however. The
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Roatán Museum features not only items that were found on the island, but from around
the Mesoamerican region. The exhibits are thus characterized within this framework, and
the island of Roatán and its history is seen not in an isolated fashion but rather in
connection to the history of the rest of the region. While this is an important connection
to make, the way items are displayed and the text that accompanies the display do not
make it clear what the provenience for each artifact is. This results in cases where items
from sites on Roatán and mainland archaeological sites are mixed, giving the false
impression that the items belong in the same context when in actuality their date and
geographical location, as well as cultural affiliation, may vary greatly.

Figure 3. Roatán Museum gallery.
As one moves through the museum, one is guided from the prehispanic time
period all the way through to recent history. The museum begins with a map of the
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Mesoamerican region and indicators showing where different cultural groups and
important archaeological sites are located. Once you move around the corner and enter
the museum, you see that the walls built to house the exhibits guide you along a path.
There is some level of choice as to which route one might take through the museums, but
there was only one occasion where I saw someone start at the end of the exhibit path and
work backwards. Most people followed the intended flow of the exhibit space as they
moved through the museum. Once you pass the map area, which situates Roatán
regionally, if not culturally, there are a number of cases showing prehispanic artifacts,
depictions of how they may have been used, illustrations of archaeological principles
such as stratigraphy, and a variety of murals depicting how life may have been for the
people who once used the items on display. Once you have zigzagged your way to the
end of the first hall, you round the corner and find yourself in the colonial period. There
is no marked change in time, only that which can be seen in the change in artifacts and
dates. This layout choice is also interesting since it forces the visitor to try and understand
prehispanic, colonial, and Garifuna material culture almost simultaneously.
By the time they round the final two corners and exit the exhibit space back to the
beginning, most people visiting the museum have spent an average of 10 minutes with
the exhibit materials. Many spend much less time than even this, as the space is air
conditioned and typically utilized as a waiting room for guests who are going to see the
dolphin show or leave for their daily diving lesson or dolphin encounter. In most cases,
people will enter the museum, walk through the exhibits, and pause here and there
looking at an object or reading some of the text. Some people will snap pictures as they
breeze through and not even pause to look at the items they are photographing,
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suggesting their interest is more in the item as an object rather than the humanistic and
culturally significant aspects of what it means.
The museum does not have a dedicated staff. Rather, there is a manager for that
entire end of the resort who is primarily responsible for RIMS and the dolphins. He
inherited responsibility of the museum by default and does what he can to ensure that the
lights work and that the space is clean and reasonably presentable. In terms of
interpretation, there is nothing available to visitors other than the text mounted on the
walls and in the exhibits. There was one occasion where a group came in as part of a
guided tour. However, even this group did not stay long, and though the guide was very
good he was part of an island tour package that was hired to drive them from point to
point on the island and they had to move on. The limited amount of time that cruise ship
passengers have at each destination is another issue in how the destinations they visit are
consumed and understood that is discussed further below. Ultimately, the owners of
Anthony’s Key would like to rebuild and update the museum. However, interest has not
been high enough to justify the expense.
Maya Key
Maya Key is located on a small key off the coast of the main island of Roatán.
The popular destination is owned and operated by Anthony’s Key resort, and primarily
caters to cruise ship tourists. At its conception, Maya Key was meant to connect the
island of Roatán to the heritage and culture of mainland Honduras and inspire return
tourism to the mainland. The overall goal was to educate tourists on Honduran culture,
and the Maya were a logical choice as they are a widely recognized cultural group
throughout the world. While connecting the island of Roatán to mainland Honduras was
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not intended to have the effect of creating a contested cultural heritage, this has been the
result of its association with Roatán Island. The facility spans 12 acres and is located on a
private key just off the coast of the main island. The Maya Key facility was constructed
in two stages and originally opened in October of 2006. The first stage consisted of the
main area on the key, that is the pool, bar, and beach snorkeling access. The second stage
was completed in 2009 and included the animal enclosures and the replica of the ball
court at Copán. Copán was chosen to fit into the Maya theme as it is the only excavated
Maya archaeological site in Honduras that has monumental architecture. Three
anthropologists contributed to the development of the replica and associated gallery
spaces, and artisans located in the city of Copán Ruinas in mainland Honduras created the
carved replicas on display.
This site is an excellent space for anyone who is interested in spending time on
the beach and learning about the history of the Maya in Honduras. The site features a
swimming pool, a private snorkeling dock, an animal sanctuary, and a scale replica of the
ball courts at the Maya archaeological site of Copán. Cruise ships advertise the site as a
“private island retreat” and many of those who choose to visit the space are surprised by
the inclusion of the replica and the animal rescue. The layout of the site was planned in a
way that would incorporate into the historical interpretation center those animals present
at the facility that would have been important to the Maya. In this way, tourists are able
to experience a taste of the ancient past of Honduras without venturing too far beyond
their modern norms or outside their cultural boundaries (Mortensen 2005).
The path is set intentionally; there are two approaches to the replica. One can
enter the site from a sloping pathway that leads upwards from the pool area or from the
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animal enclosures accessing the site via a replica of the hieroglyphic staircase at the
Copán archaeological site. Along the way one passes a mixture of palm trees, wild
iguanas and agouti, as well as clipped parrots. Upon reaching the height of the hill, the
visitor is confronted with a stylized entryway into the main exhibition space. The visitor
can then choose to enter the exhibit space or continue walking around the replica on the
outside. From this direction, the path lends to a visitor proceeding inside and viewing the
primary exhibit before continuing around to the rest of the replica and the gallery (Figure
4).

Figure 4. Entrance to the replica gallery at Maya Key.
Once inside, straw mats indicate the path that one is intended to take while
viewing the replicas (Figure 5). While the exhibit signage does an excellent job of
providing beautiful images and accurate information about the site of Copán, the fact that
the artifacts on display are replica is not as clear as should be for this type of exhibit
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space. Many tourists leave this area confused about whether the architectural structure is
the replica with real artifacts, or if everything is “fake.” This confusion is not necessarily
the fault of the exhibit designers, as it is stated that the materials inside are replica, rather
it is a result of the time that tourists are willing to invest in this part of what is offered at
Maya Key. Many simply cruise through the exhibit and do not take the time to read the
signs. Additionally, once people realize the items on display are “fake,” they lose interest.
The information loses value once it is clear it is not attached to a “real” ancient item, no
matter how accurate the representation before them, the highly influenced gaze of the
tourist viewing the display determining the value that the information holds (Urry 2002).

Figure 5. Mats indicating the path through the Maya Key replica gallery.
From the converse perspective, the willingness to accept as truth what one has
come to assume is an authentic image of the past of the place lends to a lack of
questioning about what is being viewed. While the items on display may not be “real” or
directly connected to the place where the story is being told, the interest is in the
experience itself and the ease with which it can be consumed. Thus, while the purpose of
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the Maya Key site may be to encourage visitors to take future trips to the mainland, the
experience of seeing the replica satisfies their interest even though the space is not “real”
in this particular context. In many cases, the perceived authenticity of the experience is
enough to satisfy the visitor and justify the consumption of the other, less culturally based
activities available to them at the site (McKercher and du Cross 2009)
This issue of authenticity in the representation of culture is not new. Laurie
Kroshus Medina (2003) illustrates how the development of material culture for tourism
purposes in Belize complicates what it means to be Maya. While there are those in the
community that would see the revival of techniques for making ceramics, interest in
Maya cosmology, and education in these fields through archaeological expertise as
preserving the Maya culture and heritage, conversely there are those who see this as
commoditizing these aspects of ancestral culture for consumption by tourists and little
more than repackaging the past in an idealized form for use in the present (Kroshus
Medina 2003; Bruner 2005). Certainly, the replica artifacts on display at Maya Key have
value as contemporary art objects, specifically the anthropomorphic figurines on display
in the art gallery (Figures 6-7) but does remaking these items following the likely
processes employed by artisans in the past give them enough cultural authority to be seen
as representations of the past, or are they simply commoditized culture fabricated for the
benefit of tourism?
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Figure 6. Replica artifact from the main gallery at the replica museum on
Maya Key.

Figure 7. Anthropomorphic figurines constructed by Copán craftsmen for
display in the gallery at Maya Key. (Photo by Christian Wells, See
Appendix A)
Upon leaving the main exhibition space, the visitor can take a number of paths
around the rest of the replica. They can tour the ball court and plaza area, or exit down
the replica of the hieroglyphic staircase that serves as an alternate entrance point (Figures
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8-9). The second interior exhibition space features artwork produced by Lenca potters
and other various cultural groups from mainland Honduras (Figure 10). In addition to the
Lenca pottery, there are samples of carved wooden chests that can be purchased across
the island, including in the gift shop at Maya Key. Maya Key also offers small statues
representing the various stele, altars, and other figurines and souvenirs that feature Maya
iconography.

Figure 8. Ball court replica at Maya Key.

	
  

68
	
  

Figure 9. Replica of the Copán hieroglyphic staircase at Maya Key on Roatán Island.
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Figure 10. Art gallery display at Maya Key.
Interviews conducted at the site with visitors who booked Maya Key as an
excursion through their cruise line largely indicated that the replica and animals were a
surprise to them and did not impact their choice in excursion simply because they were
not aware of those features. Additionally, many expressed a desire for relaxation and
cited participation in historically based excursions at other stops or on other cruises as a
justification for not participating in these types of excursions on Roatán. In the past, the
staff at Maya Key offered a tour of the replica that guided the visitor through the ruins
and gave them the type of information that is featured on the signage throughout the
exhibits. During my preliminary research, I was able to shadow one of these tours. While
I am sure the tour guide was well intentioned, she was more concerned with pleasing the
guests than delivering accurate information. Tourists would pose questions to the guide

	
  

70
	
  

which included some suggestion as to what the answer might be, and the guide would
respond in the affirmative whether the answer was correct or not. This is an excellent
example of the type of power and authority that heritage centers and those who work
within them carry and is not only an issue at this particular tourism site (Bruner 2005;
Walker 2005). Tourists take the word of tour guides because they are thought of as
having a specialized knowledge. Thus, when they are given an answer, they do not seek
to question it. Even though contrary information to what they have been told is accurately
presented on the wall right beside them, they have no need to read the exhibit sign when
someone has just told them what they thought they wanted to know.
The tour of the ruins is no longer given, and has been replaced by an animal tour.
Now it is left to the visitor to read and learn what the replica site has to offer. The animal
tour at Maya Key is very well done and ties the animal preserve facility to the ruins quite
nicely. Though the tour does not include the ruins, it does lead guests up to that point, so
there is some encouragement to view the space in the context of what they have been told
about the animals at the site and how they were significant to the Maya in the past.
However, the interview data show that, even though there is an excellent cultural
resource available to cruise passengers who choose to spend time at Maya Key, it is
utilized in a limited capacity and those who do go through the replica do not spend a
significant portion of their stay in this space.
In order to arrive at Maya Key, cruise ship passengers must exit the cruise ship at
the Mahogany Bay cruise port. This port was recently completed and now accounts for
the majority of cruise traffic to Roatán. Due to the way the stop is listed with the cruise
company (as Mahogany Bay, Roatán rather than Roatán, Honduras) many guests arrive
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confused about where they are in terms of geographic layout and nation. There were
those in the interview sample that indicated they were not sure what country they were in,
or they knew but were under the impression that they were docked in mainland
Honduras, rather than one of the Bay Islands. This was frequently reinforced for Maya
Key visitors as they traveled from the port of Mahogany Bay over to Maya Key via a
small boat. Guests leave the port on a smaller ship, and pass the island of Roatán as they
make their way to the small key. However, their view of the island is limited so that
occasionally the mistake is made that they are seeing mainland Honduras. With the
knowledge that visitors to the island arrive with such warped perceptions of where they
are in the world, it is not difficult to see how perceptions about the cultural heritage of the
regions they visit can be blurred and overlap.
Methods and Analyses: Interviews
My time on Roatán during the 2011 and 2012 field seasons was spent conducting
a series of interviews with representatives from the primary stakeholder groups in the
tourism and heritage industries on the island. These stakeholders include the owners of
Anthony’s Key Resort (who manage the Roatán Museum and Maya Key), tourists, local
islanders involved in the production of heritage tourism, and those involved in tourism
promotion and management on the island, such as activity planners and providers, as well
as tourist shop owners. Stakeholder interviews beyond those conducted with tourists
visiting the island were few. Casual conversations geared towards learning more about
the various research sites were the primary focus of these conversations. Of the four
facility managers I was in regular contact with, only one had lived on the island long
enough to share some of his experiences about how the island has change over the last
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few decades. The tourist interviews were conducted using a semi-structured interview
framework (Bernard 2006) in order to collect and assess the interpretations of the island’s
heritage and the interpretations of how the tourism industry affects the presentation of
that heritage. Tourists were approached for interviews during their time on Maya Key, at
the Roatán Museum, and in the Mahogany Bay cruise port as an extension of the Maya
Key cruise excursion, and in the general West End tourist region of the island. The cruise
port and facility at Maya Key were the only areas of the island that tourists choosing this
excursion were able to experience. Some of the coastal homes and villages were visible
from the shuttle boat that ferried tourists from the port to Maya Key, but the timing of the
ship’s docking does not allow for tourists choosing this excursion to explore other areas
of the island. After speaking with the staff at Maya Key, the strong connections between
this site and the cruise industry were elucidated. As a result of this, I focus primarily on
cruise ship tourism in this thesis as the majority of individuals who participated in the
study arrived on the island by this means.
The selection process for interview participants falls under the classification of
cluster sampling, as characterized by H. Russell Bernard in his book, Research Methods
in Anthropology (2006). Bernard describes cluster sampling as a means to sample a
population, such as tourists visiting an island, for which “there are no convenient lists or
frames” (Bernard 2006:157). According to Bernard, cluster sampling is effective for this
type of population due to the tendency of populations that cluster, such as tourists, to do
many of the same things and participate in many of the same activities. Their individual
cultural backgrounds may differ, but they are all a part of the generalized tourist culture
operating on the island and in the region. While a list of tourists likely to be encountered
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was not available, a list of locations where they were likely to be encountered was
available as a result of preliminary research and observation regarding tourist habits on
the island. This list of locations served as the anchor for the interview sample. While an
eve number of interviews were not obtained from each location, a proportionate sample
for the number of visitors to each location was. While the volume of tourists visiting the
cruise ports and excursion sites allow for a higher interview response rate, the West End
region that does not fit into the mainstream tourism sector on the island attracts a much
more specialized and narrow tourist base, thus allowing for a much smaller number of
interviews. This follows Bernard’s ideal of probability proportions to size for use when
clusters are not the same size, as in the case on Roatán (Bernard 2006:159).
This strategy allowed for an entirely un-biased sample of the tourist populations
and did not favor any single research site over another. In order to select individuals for
participation, it was necessary to rely on an opportunistic strategy. This strategy also
ensured that I was able to speak to enough individuals to have a significant sample, rather
than constricting myself to a selective sampling strategy. The results of these efforts are
70 distinct interview transcripts with a total of 133 individuals who participated in the
interview process (Table 3). Interviews were structured using a semistructured format.
This format allowed for a guide to be developed to establish a set of responses that could
be compared between interviews, and interview clusters. It also allowed for an interview
to take place that required consent and acknowledgment on the part of the interviewee,
and an awareness that time would be limited so an efficient use of it in terms of asking
questions was needed (Bernard 2006). The semistructured format also allowed for the
conversational nature of the interviews. This allowed for avenues to be explored that may
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not have been previously considered in the drafting of the interview questions, and also
made it necessary to analyze responses not on an individual basis, but on a conversational
basis, that is by interview.
Table 3. Interview Count by Location

Interviews were conducted at both Maya Key and Anthony’s Key resort, as well
as the Mahogany Bay cruise port as an extension of Maya Key, and in the West End
region of the island to ascertain the motivations of tourists for the activities they choose
to participate in while they are visiting Roatán. The interviews were also designed to
show how cultural heritage and archaeology factor into their activity and travel choices,
and how these elements are offered within the context of the tourism industry. In order to
obtain an organic response that was not lead by a preconceived notion of what the answer
might be, the interview was semi-structured. This allowed for interviewers to have a
general set of questions to be asked for a measure of consistency throughout the data, but
also allowed for new directions and avenues of information to crop up throughout the
course of the discussion. Typically, interviews lasted anywhere from three to 45 minutes
with an average length of about 12 minutes. Furthermore, interviews were focused on
tourists and reflect the clustered way in which responses were given and ideas were
formed.
The questions developed for the semi-formal interviews were meant to access the
desired information that would yield a data set fit for analysis and be comparable
throughout all the interviews. After a number of conversations, it became clear that new

	
  

75
	
  

themes, which were not necessarily considered ahead of the research, needed to be
incorporated into the questionnaire. The fluidity of this strategy resulted in collective
responses that are oriented towards the tourist community response rather than explicitly
guided by the goals of the research project. Responses were analyzed using text-coding
software in an effort to search common themes in the way questions were answered,
locate key words and phrases, and characterize attitudes towards heritage tourism.
The discussion aspect was the key methodological component in conducting these
interviews. In contemplating the best strategy for accessing tourist impressions, surveys
and structured interviews were dismissed as not being sufficient to get beyond what I, the
researcher, think the participant might have to say on the subject, that is my own personal
pre-conceptions of what answers might include. By using a semi-structured format, I was
able to get answers to questions I had not even considered, rather than just the answers to
those I thought were important or the answers I expected. This allowed me to rework my
research strategy and add or remove questions as it became clear that some were not
effective and others needed to be included. In many cases, an interview would begin with
the introduction and the necessary IRB formalities and the participant would speak on the
subject without any questions being posed, but all the answers would be given. This
showed that the semi-structured strategy was effective and that the questions were
designed appropriately to access the desired information without guiding the response.
Beyond conducting interviews with stakeholder groups, I also utilized participant
observation and museum listening techniques to gauge tourist behavior within the tourist
spaces discussed here (Leinhardt and Knutson 2004; Bernard 2006). Casual conversation
with the guides on Maya Key served to provide valuable insight into the training required
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of them, their backgrounds and relationship to the island, and their perceptions of the
information they present to tourists. However, this information was minimal and less
formally obtained and is only mentioned briefly here. A sample of those present in other
high volume tourist areas of the island, such as West Bay and West End, was also
obtained but the majority of interviews were gathered at sites with direct connections to
the cruise ship industry—a connection that was difficult or impossible to avoid.
Data Analysis
After two field seasons of conducting interviews, the recorded files were
transcribed and transferred into the Atlas TI software program. Here, the interviews were
sorted by location and coded so that a variety of themes, ideas, and concepts could be
tracked through the body of data (see Table 3 and the Appendices). The transcripts were
divided by interview site, and tracked for the type of tourist that was visiting the island.
As previously discussed, there are a variety of tourist types in the study of tourism within
anthropology, and as has been shown a number of these types and motivations apply to
those visiting the island. Tables 1A and 1B in the Appendix shows the family groups that
were used to organize coded responses, as well as the coding groups for the entire
transcript sample. A number of codes were developed before the transcription process
began. These came from studying field notes that were taken as the interviews were being
done. The field notes allowed me to start with a base, general topic guidelines for coding
the interviews, and expand from there. Codes were also created as I coded. This meant
that it was necessary to track back through all transcripts after completing the sample to
ensure consistency in coding.
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In addition to individual codes, I also created a number of code families that
grouped relevant codes in a way that would simplify analysis. Descriptions for the code
families and the codes associated with each grouping are displayed in the appendices.
Once coding was completed, I look at the total number of occurrences for drives and fed
the counts into a word cloud generator (Figure 11). This approach allows a visual
representation of how these codes, such as beach, snorkeling, local culture, and
environmental aesthetics, compare to one another in terms of their frequency as reasons
why people chose to come to Roatán Island.
Looking at the word cloud, the primary reasons for traveling to the island are
clear. The natural beauty of the island, coupled with the ability to relax, dive, snorkel, and
participate in the classic sun and sea aspects of the tourism industry are all primary
motivators for people to come to the island. Reviewing the interview data responses
reinforces this. In particular, when participants compare Roatán and the Mahogany Bay
cruise port to other stops along the Western Caribbean route. Referring to Table 5 in the
next chapter, the appearance of the water, the cleanliness and cultural absence that
characterize the Mahogany Bay port, and the absence of local connections, are all factors
that are indicated as positive. When viewed alongside the word cloud, where local
culture, exploring, and food—all attributes that would detract from the carefully
constructed cruise culture—are among the smallest of the terms displayed. The next
chapter deals with the interview responses and how these motivations directly connect the
tourism industry and the formation of identity.
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Figure 11. Word cloud showing frequency of mention for drives (www.wordle.net).
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Chapter 6: Results and Discussion
The primary influence on the ways in which cruise tourists experience the island
is time. This limiting factor only allows guests a sample or taste of what the island has to
offer. For those not traveling via cruise ship, there is a more active choice involved.
While it is certainly true that cruise tourists have agency in the way the island is
perceived through their excursion choice, or lack thereof, the choice is inevitably so
limiting that whichever excursion they choose they will be missing out on some aspect of
the island. In this chapter, I examine the transcribed interviews and explore them for
patterns that indicate what choices tourists make and why about how to spend their time
on the island. I show that through these choices, they construct their own island
experience, and that ultimately, the identity that the island takes on for them is a result of
the activities they choose to participate in while there.
Preliminary results suggested that the tourism industry controls the dissemination
of information to tourists so thoroughly that many arrive at the island without the
information they want. While there are those tourists who would like to engage more
effectively with the heritage and culture of Roatán, many are mainly interested in the
“sun and sea” related activities that are part of a cruise vacation experience and are not
actively seeking a deeper connection to the location they visit. Those who are interested
in the cultural and heritage aspects of regions they visit may or may not be willing to
actively seek that information, and in a typical setting it is not readily available. The
tourist interviews revealed that the cruise tourism industry is largely made up of
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individuals looking to have the cruise experience; to get away from the normal stresses in
their lives and enjoy all those pleasures that constitute the culture of cruising. The
majority of the individuals coming to Roatán island are not interested in history, or are,
but are not interested enough to make it a part of their trip. Unless the history and culture
they are experiencing is one that they can see, touch, and be in awe of (in the case of
monumental architecture) there is not enough of a draw to pull tourists away from the
white sand beaches and snorkeling opportunities all over the island.
"I know nothing about the island still." "We went and saw the Mayan ruins
yesterday in Belize" "We had no idea about historical stuff." "Have you
been to the replica on this island? What did you think of it?" "Yes, well
no, we haven't, we heard about it. But why go see a replica when we saw
the real thing? "Oh, you saw Copán?" "Oh no, we saw in Belize."
"It is nice to see something that is realistic instead of a recreation…" "Or a
replica or something…which some places do." "No, they're just replicas.
We're gonna skip it. We did that the first day and we decided that that was
terrible."
As a result of grouping the interviews into conversations, versus conducting them
as one on one interview, I was able to look at the data in a way that captured the
mentality of groups traveling as a cluster. Rather than the responses and impressions of a
single individual, interviews represent the responses and attitudes of the cluster group.
While this was not a part of the original research plan, it became necessary for the
research to be conducted in a way that would yield a wide enough selection of responses
to be valid. Simultaneously, this strategy worked to reveal how people communicate and
relate socially while in tourism spaces. Typically people are not alone, especially in areas
such as cruise ports or on excursions. Often times, if individuals were approached while
alone, they would either reference the group they were traveling with, or be rejoined by
one or all of those individuals during the interview. This says a significant amount about
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how perceptions are formed. As discussed in the section on cruise-culture, the goal is to
develop a sense of being on the fringes of what is considered normal for the average
tourist without crossing entirely into the unknown. Having a group, being surrounded by
those who you are familiar with helps to contribute to this feeling (McKercher and du
Cross 2009). Decisions are not necessarily made unilaterally and, as the interviews show,
particularly once transcribed, neither are the responses to the questions posed.
It is not always easy to articulate an impression without having another
companion with whom the idea can be shared. Many of the responses were not of an
individual, but of a group agreeing or disagreeing with one another until a decision on
how to answer the question was reached. It is reasonable to extrapolate that stories of the
experiences that were had while on the island would be constructed in a similar fashion.
Thus, ideas and perceptions do not necessarily need to be unique to an individual in order
to be valid. In this instance, having responses attained through the discussion of multiple
voices better reflects the overall picture of the island that will travel back to whatever
port the visitor calls home. It is this perception that ultimately shapes the island’s global
identity.
"But I will say unfortunately with this particular excursion I don't know
anything about Roatán." "Right, but there is no, there is not really much
opportunity to." "Yeah, so, but it is because of our choice." "But I’m
disappointed that we're not going to get to know as, nearly, we're going to
have to leave here not knowing anything."
"So you really think you got the whole experience of the island with
coming here?" "Eh, well, I've still got, eh, a little wee bit more, but of,
walking around, but I think I've seen most of the stuff that I have to see."
"Ok, so did the Maya presence on Roatán surprise you at all?" "No, not
really. I knew it was still present but I just didn't know details about it."
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"I hope to see more of the wildlife, we just had our picture taken with a
monkey and uh a crocodile and I could use some more of that."
"After having been around the island a little bit do you see it as having
any particular historical or cultural identity" "Well yeah, you know you
got the ruins right here, I'm sure they are just pseudo ruins, you know.
They are not really ruins because I don't really know how the Mayans
could get those things over to this island."
"Umm we are going to do some shopping and we wanted to see the
animals, she got to hold the alligator and stuff, she is into the snakes…"
Based on interview data, it is possible to determine what truly attracts tourists to
shore destinations such as Maya Key. I characterize the statement in this way as a result
of the fact that many of those individuals who visit the island do not come to the Roatán
Museum. This is partially due to the fact that there is no formal excursion set up through
the cruise company that partners with the museum. However, the occasional cruise tourist
(in my time doing museum observation there was only one group) will find their way into
the museum with the help of a local cab driver who free-lances tours outside the auspices
of the cruise company. Maya Key, however, is a contracted excursion site, and thus
attracts a different type of tourist. As was previously discussed, those more likely to
venture out into a new cultural space are those who are accustomed to traveling in
general, or in terms of the cruises have been classified as “multiple cruisers”. These
individuals have had the opportunity to step far enough outside their comfort zone that it
is no longer as daunting or uncomfortable to do so. Those who typically come to Maya
Key are either looking for a leisurely experience, are first time cruisers who do not know
much about the area, or have little to no interest in the cultural and historical aspects of
the areas they visit.
"We wanted a variety and it was snorkeling and it just sounded, well, the
other reason is because they said that this island, that there wasn't a city
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you could go to per say so that you needed to do a shore excursion to get
away from the port."
"Well we, in Mexico, we did one that was like around an ecoarchaeological part so this one was similar to it so that is why we liked it."
"Yeah, it's nice. You don't have to get off and change rooms all the time.
But the excursion getting you away from the, I mean, I realize this is a
resort. I'm not completely naïve in that sense. But getting away from
where they're aggressively trying to sell you things is nice."
"So then, do you feel now that you've gotten a pretty good feel for
Roatán?" "Not really. This was sort of a stop after two days of actual sort
of adventure stuff, and it was kind of a beach deal. Oh, and as a bonus
they have animals and they have, you know, the replica ruins and stuff to.
So, the purpose of coming here wasn't really to learn anything really. It
was just sort of to veg., you know, as we sort of headed towards home
kind of a deal."
"Why did you choose Maya Key as your excursion?" "I just didn't want to
do anything…I just wanted to kick back, not do anything."
"The Maya Key thing, we actually picked out this excursion because we
wanted something beach-wise to do…and they're not as pushy as some of
the other places we've been to, so…it is always, buy this, buy that..."
"How did Maya Key meet your expectations?" "Hmmm it's clean…the
people weren't pushy, the water is clear, the scenery is beautiful." "We got
to see a lot of animals. We saw some, either replicas of Mayan artifacts
inside or Mayan artifacts."
"He wants to do the ruins, I wanted to snorkel, so we're here."
"We just like sand between our toes..."
"This is actually pretty nice…it's nicer to be away from the main cruise
area because you get out of the really heavy, aggressive, tourism."
The main attractions for Maya Key include the ability to snorkel, swim, sun, and
eat all in one location. For many, the replica, art museum, and animal encounters are
added bonuses they were unaware of when booking the excursion. As is revealed by the
selected quotations, when asked about Maya Key, why they chose it, and how it fits into
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the grand scheme of their cruise, people often respond with references to the flora, fauna,
infrastructural aesthetics of the site, and the value they get from having a multitude of
activities available to enjoy (Table 4). Value and variety are both cited as positive reasons
for choosing the Maya Key excursion, rather than an excursion that is focused on main
island exploration.
The tourist groups who primarily frequent Maya Key are on a limited time budget
(McKercher and du Cross 2009). While the site may not do justice to the cultural heritage
of Roatán Island, it serves as an excellent general cultural experience for tourists who
may not have planned on including a cultural component in their time on the island.
While they may not be learning about Roatán, they are learning about Honduras, and the
planners and proprietors of the Maya Key site have very successfully combined the sun,
sand, and sea aspects of tourism that are the primary interest of tourists coming to the
island with cultural heritage information in a way that plays to the limited amount of time
cruise tourists have to spend in any particular destination.
Based on conversations with interview participants, the general view is that the
cruise industry is so concerned with making money and capitalizing on their guests that
giving information about the location falls to the wayside in favor of advice on where to
shop and warnings about how local vendors are not safe options. In fact, I asked many of
the participants if there was any sort of information session as an option for guests to
attend before they arrived at their destination, and the response was that the only
information available was on where to shop (the only safe location being the port area).
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Table 4. Frequency table showing number of code occurrences for motivations and drives
for visiting Roatán Island.

At Mahogany Bay there has been a good attempt at incorporating the heritage of
the area into the cruise port, but even this is overshadowed. Not necessarily by the faux
Maya culture that has been adopted by many of the tourism-based businesses on the
island, but the cruise culture itself. The overly clean, antiseptic, Disney-fied aura that
areas such as Mahogany Bay have adopted make it so that even attempts at incorporating
heritage are veiled and blend in to the rest of the absence of unique cultural attributes.
While there is a small museum space in the port, there are also flying beach chairs to
carry visitors to the private beach attached to the port, there are shops and snack vendors,
places to relax and move beyond your comfort zone without having to leave the port area.
All of these issues contribute to a different cultural picture that of the cruise culture, and
work to silence the very real heritage of the place itself.
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"So how does the island differ from your expectations?" "It was Disney
Land."
“This place looks more like Disney Land than Roatán.”
"You know this is such a controlled, this is Carnival's little Disney Land
and they try and control where you go, what you spend, how you spend it,
and it is all about the company."
"It is Disneyesque, this is main street U.S.A., this isn't you know, is not
the Roatán experience in any way, shape, or form."
Furthermore, visitors to Mahogany Bay frequently compare it to other ports they
have visited, rather than looking at it in the context of the place. This goes back to the
cruise culture that is developed and the identification of places where cruise ports exist
based on the ports rather than other locally significant attributes.
"And the other thing I liked was downtown when you got off the ship
there was a littler area, cultural area, and it had information about
something that was native to the area, which is what I want to know. I
don't want to just be a tourist and just see, I want to know something about
the area."
"All of the ports seem the same."
"…you know when I got off the ship, I would like to get off and see what
is Roatán, Honduras? I mean, you know, because I don't have, we don't
have a lot of time here.." "Yeah I wish it was people with tables and hits
and you know, selling whatever."
"Yeah, uh, yeah, it was more low key…the other, our first two were
Cozumel and Belize and Belize City and both of those were, incredibly
aggressive tourist, you know, just buy our crap."
"No, actually we just knew we were going out here to go snorkeling now
we're gonna hope to go back down and do a little shopping downtown
before we get back." "Oh good, So you want to go outside of the port
and…" "I don't think so."
"But this is really a barrier to the culture, this is a barrier." "It locks you
into to this area here." "Carnival wants to bring you to Roatán but they
don't want you to, they don't want to lose any of your money to Roatán,
they want to make sure they get a cut out of it."
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"The port? That was really nice. You know, you got those little ships out
there that sunk or ran aground on the coral."
"What were your impressions of the port?" "It was cute." "Yeah, it was
cool." "It was better than Belize."
"How does the island differ from your expectations?" "So much better
than I thought. We stopped in Belize yesterday and it was awful, the water
was awful. So when we got here and the water was crystal clear it was just
such a relief, it was beautiful. Oh, and we feel safer here. Belize, it was
chained off, I felt like it was if you leave that fenced off area, you are in
danger." "How do you feel about the port here?" "Absolutely wonderful."
"It was nice." "I mean all you get to see is the touristy part so we didn't
really get to see much of the island."
"It was pretty." "It was better than Belize."
“Did you know about the replica here at Maya Key when you booked this
excursion?” “I did, but I also knew it was after we were gonna go to the
ruins in Belize so it wasn’t such a big deal coming here for that part of it.”
In essence, the island has become wrapped up so tightly in the tourism industry
that it has been branded with a particular identity. When I used the term branded, I mean
it in a marketing context. The island has come to be characterized by its inclusion on the
Mundo Maya route, the presence of Maya heritage references and experiences on the
island, and even the access to diving and the reef as a location with very specific
experiences to offer. Typically, this strategy is meant to differentiate the destination
between other similar travel choices available to tourists. However, on Roatán, the effect
has been to group it in with the rest of the region so that it takes on an image that is
inseparable and homogenous with the rest of the Western Caribbean cruise route
(McKercher and du Cross 2009).
Rather than commoditizing and branding the island in this way, a better strategy
might be to more strongly highlight the local differences between mainland Honduras and
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the rest of the Mundo Maya to make Roatán stand out as its own destination. To a certain
extent, the diving culture has done this. However, a new strategy needs to be undertaken
if the same draw is to be had by the cultural resources the island has to offer. There is a
rich cultural history on the island that institutions such as the Roatán Museum and the
Garifuna heritage center, Yubu, attempt to offer. Unfortunately, these resources are
clouded and overshadowed by the louder stories being told, the ones that tourists expect
to see. While there are obvious reasons for giving tourists what they expect, the island
might be able to build a better niche for itself in the tourism market if it became
characterized as the unexpected destination in Western Caribbean island tourism.
It has become clear through the analyses in this thesis that what tourists see is
often what they expect to see. If they go around the island they will typically see spaces
that look much like cities on the mainland. It would be rare to see a tourist on the east end
of the island where it is not as developed, or in the towns and villages where people of
European descent have lived for centuries. The picture of Roatán becomes one that is
very stereotypical and expected based on the preconceived notions that tourists visiting
from Westernized societies have about the Mesoamerican region. For example, it is often
taken for granted that the islanders speak Spanish when in reality they speak English
throughout the island; some residents event still use an antiquated form of English that
has resulted from centuries of living in small isolated areas. While part of the draw of
cruise ship tourism is to not venture too far out of your zone of familiarity, this
conservative form of travel does not allow for misconceptions and preconceived ideas
about a place to be challenged. Rather, it feeds into what people already think they do--
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and in many cases do not--know about where they are and what cultures they are
experiencing and impacting.
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Chapter 7: Conclusions
This thesis has examined the development and presentation of cultural historical
identities on the island of Roatán as characterized by four themes: the silencing of
cultural stories, the effect of the tourism industry on heritage visibility, the museum as a
theoretical perspective, and the relationship between tourist motivations and identity
formation. This thesis also expands on the research available on the Bay Islands region of
Honduras, and the study of tourism, globalization, and cultural heritage in anthropology.
The dual methods of observation and semi-structured interviewing allow for a
conversational approach to acquiring data. Through an examination of the various factors
that contribute to the silencing of cultural stories, the misinterpretation of the
archaeological past, and an examination of regional cultural associations made on the part
of under-informed tourists, I have illustrated the ways in which tourism relates to the
spread of global identities on Roatán Island.
While not intentional, the tourism industry and associated cultural institutions
have presented a past for Roatán that fails to encompass all of the heritage stories
available for telling. To this end, many of these stories are silenced, and the tourist public
comes to understand a history or cultural perception of the place that does not do justice
to the island’s rich and vibrant story (Trouillot 1995). In truth, a new story is developing
and being told, and a new picture painted for the island. Sadly, a picture where history is
less an important aspect of the island’s development, and more a commodity that must be
embellished or forgotten in the tourism driven heritage market that has begun to develop
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(Medina 2003). In particular, the Mayanization of Roatán’s presented cultural heritage
masks the stories that are being told by the Garifuna and the Roatán Museum, and
obfuscates alternative narratives (Shackel 2001; Figueroa et al. 2012).
This “Mayanization” of Roatán Island does more than mask other potential
interpretations of the past. It serves to connect the island to the broader Mesoamerican
region and the Maya culture that has captured the interest of those participating in the
increasingly globalized tourism industry. While the focus on Maya heritage and culture
distracts from the stories of groups such as the Garifuna, it serves to connect Roatán to
the other countries that boast a Maya heritage, including mainland Honduras. While this
may not be the most fruitful connection in terms of understanding the island’s heritage in
the past, it is very telling as to the island’s present heritage. It also opens the door for
questions that seek to evaluate the Bay Islanders’ desire to be associated in this way with
the mainland. How does this process of Mayanization affect them? Is it merely a means
of attracting tourism to the island? Or does it hold some stronger meaning for the people
of Roatán? Even though the Maya presence on Roatán has been produced as a tourism
commodity, it does not mean it should be written off entirely. Rather, it begs a whole new
examination of how local identity is constructed and understood on the island, which is
an altogether different problem than the globally focused one that this thesis has
addressed.
The heritage centers that are present on Roatán have the potential to influence the
discourse of identity and heritage, but are largely missed by both tourists and those whose
heritage is being presented. Only through a closer connection to those stakeholders who
have the power to influence the way that tourists experience the island will they come
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more into the forefront of the tourists’ minds (McAnany and Parks 2012). In the end, the
tourists are the agents of change and global understanding for the island. Without
bringing heritage and culture based choices to their attention in a way that engages them
and stands out from the other countries that they visit during their vacation, Roatán will
continue to be viewed as a relaxing beach and snorkel destination, devoid of cultural
associations other than those constructed by the tourism industry (Nash and Smith 1991;
McKercher and du Cross 2009).
The lens that takes effect in the museum is not contained to that venue. Cultural
information is constantly being filtered through the past experiences of the visitors, the
biases of the interpreters, and the constructions of the tourism operators (Alpers 1991;
Kahn 1995; MacDonald 1996; Urry 2002; Leinhardt and Knutson 2004; Whitehead
2009). The culturally clean atmosphere of the cruise terminals and areas enveloped in the
tourism industry are a reflection of the way that tourism and tourists have developed. It is
a reflection of the leisure based activities and motivations that tourists seek and bring
with them when they travel (Nash 1981). The semi-familiarity and hint of the other that
are present in these culturally clean zones are a product of the leisure based tourism
mindset that has overtaken modern travelers in an increasingly globalized world. The
ease with which people can now travel and consume locations around the world serves
this leisured approach to tourism, particularly cruise tourism, and facilitates the cultural
transnationalism and break down of borders and regional differences that is evidenced in
the interview responses.
The interviews with those who have come to Roatán, intentionally or otherwise,
have allowed a unique insight into the minds of those who travel. While this is certainly
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not an all-encompassing or universally relevant study, it does capture the drives behind
some of the changes the island is facing. In the future, an analysis that focuses on the
combination of local and tourist perceptions more deeply would significantly clarify the
image of how tourists, their drives, the industry, and local populations communicate.
Furthermore, it would answer one question that this study was not able to address. That
is, what do the people of Roatán want for their island, and for their image? What history
do they honor, and what presentation of their heritage do they want the world to see?
What is their identity, how do they see their island within the larger industry of global
tourism and regional heritage? The research explored in this thesis acts as a steppingstone to lay the groundwork for asking some of these more broadly complicated
questions.
Ultimately, identity exists as something that is constructed and incongruous.
While there may be a particular global identity to a location, regional, national, local, and
personal identities may vary differently from what the world comes to know or think.
When visitors to the island leave and return home, the stories they tell of their stay spread
to their family and friends. The pictures they take are shown, and this becomes Roatán
for those people. There is a clear and direct connection between what people want to see
and what people come to understand about the places they visit, and this connection
carries over to the global identity the place itself inherits (Bruner 2005). The applied
aspect of this project has been to understand not only what people want to see and how it
affects the identity of the island, but what aspects of the cultural presentation on the
island most significantly contribute to these alternative views, and what key stakeholders
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in the tourism industry can do to better educate tourists while catering to their basic
desire for relaxing, beautiful, vacation options.
In accordance with the partnership with Anthony’s Key Museum and Maya Key,
an abbreviated version of this thesis will be supplied to the operators of these facilities in
an attempt to encourage them to think about how they are presenting the island in the
context of tourist interests and understanding. Working with the key stakeholders to
better understand the origins of the heritage tourism facilities on Roatán is the necessary
first step in better understanding how to incorporate local voices in the telling of local
history. Without understanding where the archaeological and cultural heritage of the
island falls through the cracks, the process of filling those cracks cannot begin.
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Appendices
Appendix A
To Whom It May Concern:
I approve the use of this photo in the intended use, as part of Melanie Coughlin's MA
thesis in Applied Anthropology. Thank you,
E. Christian Wells, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Anthropology
University of South Florida
4202 E. Fowler Ave., SOC 107
Tampa, FL 33620 USA
813/974.2337, ecwells@usf.edu
uweb.cas.usf.edu/~ecwells
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Table 1A. Code Families and their descriptions.
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Table 1B. Codes and their descriptions. (Continued on following pages)
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  under	
  45	
  
CFR	
  46.404	
  –	
  Research	
  not	
  involving	
  greater	
  than	
  minimal	
  risk	
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Consent	
  Document(s):	
  
Waiver	
  of	
  Informed	
  Consent	
  Documentation	
  Granted	
  under	
  45	
  
CFR	
  46.117	
  (c)	
  on:	
  
Adult	
  	
  
Parent	
  	
  
Child	
  Assent	
  (ages	
  12-‐17)	
  
	
  
Please	
  reference	
  the	
  above	
  IRB	
  protocol	
  number	
  in	
  all	
  correspondence	
  
regarding	
  this	
  protocol	
  with	
  the	
  IRB	
  or	
  the	
  Division	
  of	
  Research	
  Integrity	
  and	
  
Compliance.	
  It	
  is	
  your	
  responsibility	
  to	
  conduct	
  this	
  study	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  IRB	
  
policies	
  and	
  procedures	
  and	
  as	
  approved	
  by	
  the	
  IRB.	
  
	
  
We	
  appreciate	
  your	
  dedication	
  to	
  the	
  ethical	
  conduct	
  of	
  human	
  subject	
  research	
  at	
  
the	
  University	
  of	
  South	
  Florida	
  and	
  your	
  continued	
  commitment	
  to	
  human	
  research	
  
protections.	
  	
  If	
  you	
  have	
  any	
  questions	
  regarding	
  this	
  matter,	
  please	
  call	
  813-‐974-‐
5638.	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
John	
  Schinka	
  	
  Ph.D.,	
  Chair	
  
USF	
  Institutional	
  Review	
  Board	
  
	
  
	
  
Cc:	
  	
  Various	
  Menzel,	
  CCRP,	
  USF	
  IRB	
  Professional	
  Staff	
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Appendix C
Letter approving a continuation of the study.
	
  

	
  
	
  
May	
  31,	
  2012	
  
	
  
Melanie	
  Coughlin	
  
Anthropology	
  
	
  
RE:	
  	
  	
  	
  Expedited	
  Approval	
  for	
  Continuing	
  Review	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  IRB#:	
  Pro00004563	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Title:	
  	
  Touristic	
  Encounters	
  with	
  Mayanized	
  Spaces	
  on	
  Roatán	
  Island,	
  
Honduras	
  
	
  
Study	
  Approval	
  Period:	
  6/13/2012	
  to	
  6/13/2013	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Melanie	
  Coughlin:	
  
	
  
On	
  5/31/2012,	
  Institutional	
  Review	
  Board	
  (IRB)	
  reviewed	
  and	
  APPROVED	
  the	
  
above	
  protocol	
  for	
  the	
  period	
  indicated	
  above.	
  	
  It	
  was	
  the	
  determination	
  of	
  the	
  
IRB	
  that	
  your	
  study	
  qualified	
  for	
  expedited	
  review	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  federal	
  expedited	
  
category	
  number:	
  
	
  
(6)	
  Collection	
  of	
  data	
  from	
  voice,	
  video,	
  digital,	
  or	
  image	
  recordings	
  made	
  for	
  
research	
  purposes.	
  
	
  
(7)	
  Research	
  on	
  individual	
  or	
  group	
  characteristics	
  or	
  behavior	
  (including,	
  but	
  not	
  
limited	
  to,	
  research	
  on	
  perception,	
  cognition,	
  motivation,	
  identity,	
  language,	
  
communication,	
  cultural	
  beliefs	
  or	
  practices,	
  and	
  social	
  behavior)	
  or	
  research	
  
employing	
  survey,	
  interview,	
  oral	
  history,	
  focus	
  group,	
  program	
  evaluation,	
  human	
  
factors	
  evaluation,	
  or	
  quality	
  assurance	
  methodologies.	
  
	
  
Protocol	
  Document(s):	
  
	
  
MA	
  Thesis	
  Proposal	
  
5/29/2011	
  12:59	
  PM	
  
0.01	
  
This	
  study	
  involving	
  data	
  pertaining	
  to	
  children	
  falls	
  under	
  45	
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CFR	
  46.404	
  –	
  Research	
  not	
  involving	
  greater	
  than	
  minimal	
  risk	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Consent	
  Document(s):	
  
Waiver	
  of	
  Informed	
  Consent	
  Documentation	
  Granted	
  under	
  45	
  
CFR	
  46.117	
  (c)	
  on:	
  
Adult	
  	
  
Parent	
  	
  
Child	
  Assent	
  (ages	
  12-‐17)	
  
	
  
Please	
  reference	
  the	
  above	
  IRB	
  protocol	
  number	
  in	
  all	
  correspondence	
  
regarding	
  this	
  protocol	
  with	
  the	
  IRB	
  or	
  the	
  Division	
  of	
  Research	
  Integrity	
  and	
  
Compliance.	
  It	
  is	
  your	
  responsibility	
  to	
  conduct	
  this	
  study	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  IRB	
  
policies	
  and	
  procedures	
  and	
  as	
  approved	
  by	
  the	
  IRB.	
  
	
  
We	
  appreciate	
  your	
  dedication	
  to	
  the	
  ethical	
  conduct	
  of	
  human	
  subject	
  research	
  at	
  
the	
  University	
  of	
  South	
  Florida	
  and	
  your	
  continued	
  commitment	
  to	
  human	
  research	
  
protections.	
  	
  If	
  you	
  have	
  any	
  questions	
  regarding	
  this	
  matter,	
  please	
  call	
  813-‐974-‐
5638.	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
John	
  Schinka	
  	
  Ph.D.,	
  Chair	
  
USF	
  Institutional	
  Review	
  Board	
  
	
  
	
  
Cc:	
  	
  Various	
  Menzel,	
  CCRP,	
  USF	
  IRB	
  Professional	
  Staff	
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